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litude and Retirement, with a natural averſion from the 

Controverſies of this Age , wherein there 1s ſo lutle of 

Chriſtian ((andor, Fidelitie, Ingenuitie, and Moderation 
to be found, hath given me no ſmall ſatisfaltion in my being exemted 
hitherto from thoſe vexations Conflitts which I ſee many learned and 
pious men involved in : andit ſeems to me a thing no leſſe than pre- 
digious, to conſider, with what warm zele and ſelf-complacence ſome 
learned men contend in the miſts and clouds of ambiguous termes, as 
if they had no other defagne but that of ſome Mercenary Soldiers, 
who do what they can to protratt the War. Theſe and ſuch liks 
conſiderations have kept me, for ſome e,Moneths, from the publica- 
tion of this Diſcourſe, with hopes there might be found out ſome 
Expedients for the putting a period to thoſe unhappy Controverſtes it 
refers to, which I now have lutle hopes of. But enough of that. 

The Diſcourſe it ſelf both as to its firſt conception and preſent publi- 
cation, has not been without various agit ations in mine own thoughts ; 
and how little my natural Inclinations have induced me hereto, is wel 
known to ſome. But I muſt confeſſe, the crime charged on us being no 
leſſe than Blaſphemie againſt the God of Heaven, it may be deſer- 
vedly judged too great a violation to the Laws of Chriſtianitie not to 
purge our ſelves from ſo black, an Imputation ; and yet in as much as 
ſome reverend Divines, of repute among us both for their Learning 
and Pietie, have entertained Sentiments oppoſite to our Hypotheſis, we 
have been very ſtudios, yea emu'ous to deliver our own thoughts in 
ſuch a mode or forme, as may be leaſt obnoxious to paſſionate emotions, 
perſonal reflexions , or whatever may unbeſeem one that lies under 
eſſential obligation to love and honor the Perſons of ſome that differ 
in Tudgement about theſe points, Wherefore, to render our Diſcourſe, 
the leſſe offenſive, we have caſt it into a thetic and dogmatic Me- 
thod, rather than agoniſtic and polemic. And becauſe it is alto- 
gether impoſſible diſtinfitly and demonſtratively to diſeuſſe ſuch an Hy- 
potheſis, without ſome oppoſition againſt ſuch as defend the Antitheſis, 


we have pitcht on Strangius as ovr principal Antagoniſt, who indeed, 
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to give bim his merited charatter, has ventilated this (ontroverſie 
ems perſpicuitie, and force of Argument beyond bus Seftators. 
Yet we muſt alſo do the Cauſe we undertake this juſtice, as to declare, 
that we have not omitted to examine the Reaſons and Arguments of 
other Reverend Divines, who oppoſe our Hypotheſis, albeit we have, as 
in d::tie we conceived our ſelves obliged, conceled their Names. For in- 
deed, of what uſe are ſuch perſonal Nominations and Reflexions, but ta 
render us a grief to Friends, and reproche to Enemies ? 

' As for my Stile, if any judge my pen too much drenched in Scholaſtic 
Theologie, I ſhal not demie, but that I have ſpent ſome time in thoſe Stu. 
dies, neither do I as yet ſee any reaſon to repent thereof ; for I have 
found thoſg Controverſies about Divine ( oncurſe and Efficacious Grace, 
no where more accurately examined and demonſtratively determined, 
than among the Scholemen, ſpecially, Bradwardine and Alvarez , ne:- 
ther can I conceive how any one can diſtinitly and per feitly diſcuſſe theſe 
Controverſies, ſpecially as now miſerably perplexed with ambiguous ob- 
feure termes, without ſome inſpettion ito and knowlege of Scholaſtic 
Theologie. For doth not a principal part of the (ontreverſie depend on 
that ſcholaſtic I otion of Free-will ? Tea, is there any thing New ſtart- 
ed by the Armimians or New Methodiſts, but what has been fully exa- 
mined and anſwered by ſome among the more ſober Scholemen, ſpecially 
Aquinas, Ariminenſis, Bradwardine and Alvarez. Whatever others 
may judge of them, yet Reverend Mr. Baxter, Cathol. Theol. Part 1, 
p. 124. prefers the Scholemen before Arminians. And albeit Thave a 
particular kindneſſe for ſome of the more ſober Scholemen, as to ſuch 
points wherein they ſerve not the Papal Intereſt, and their own vain 
Imagzinations ; yet what a low and cheap eſtime I have of the Scholemen 
im the general, is ſufficiently apparent, by the Charaiter I bave oven 
them, Court of the Gentiles, Part III. B. 2.c. 2.5. 1.6. 2. Andin- 
deed I would read them, with the ſame indifference and ſuſpenſion of mind, 
44 I read Plato and Ariſtotle. But to concl::de, if any private Chri. 
ttian deſires, not to charge histhoughts with the Scholaſtic part of this 
Controver ſie, but only to frei his Douts and cornfirme his Faith in the 
Scriptural part, he may confine himſelf to Chap. III. of this Diſcourſe, 

(which contains almoſt a third Part of the Book, where we have un- 
der ſeven general Heads largely given the Scriptural Demonſtrations 
of our Hypotheſis, Touching Gods Concurſe to the entitative Act 
of Sin, with Solutions to ſuch falſe Gloſſes and Comments a5 our Adver- 
ſarie; give thereto; which are ſuited to Vitlgar ( apacities. 
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therein the Nature of Divine Predetermination is fully 
explicated and demonſtrated, both in the general, as 
alſo more particularly, as to the ſubſtrate matter or 
entitative a of Sin. | 


CHAP. I. 
The Explication of the Terms. 


(1) The Orzgme of the controverſie about Predetermination to the ex- 

> Hit ative att of Sin, with the method we procede in. (2) The Na 
ture of Sin, its Origine and material conſtitution ; al atts in their 

B generic 


The Origine of 
the Controverſies 


The Origine of the Controverſie., Book III. 


generic nature indifferent : Al eAMorality determined by the Moral 
Law : Sin as to its formal reaſon a privation : Of attuons modally 
and intrinſecally evil. (3) The Libertie of the Wil : The new- 
coined diſtinftion of Libertie, largely and ſtrittly taken, with its 
abuſe : A true Idea of Libertie. (4) Moral Libertie or Free-wil 
to good : Neceſſitie, Impoſſibslatie, Poſſibilitie what. (5) TheWil 
of God, its Diſtribution into Significative and Decretive. (6) Di- 
vine Concurſe, its Immediation, Efficacitie, and Predetermination : 
wigyne, iyegyfir, beitery, meoeiter, with the Nature of Predeter- 
mination explicated. 


S.1. HE Doctrine of Divine Concurſe, and Creatural De- 
perdence has in al Ages of the Church, but more 
ſpecially ſince the riſe of Pelagianiſime, received 
vigorous aſſaults from many learned and potent 

Adverſaries : and indeed no wonder, ſithat corrupt Nature pro- 

pagated from Adam has, in imitation of its firſt parent, been 

ever aſpiring after an equality to the Deitie ; and that not only 
in being the laſt End of its Acting, but alſo the firf# Principe of 
its Dependence, This vain attemt has appeared more viſibly 
in ſome daring and proud ſpirits, ſuch as Nebuchaanezar, Dan, 

4. 30. Is not this great Babylon that I have built, &c ? But in others 

the Deſign and oppoſition againſt the Concurſe of God has been 

more refined, under a pretext of vindicating the Divine Majeſty 
from the blaſphemous imputation of being the Author of ſin. 

And becauſe al pious Souls have ſo great a veneration for the 

Bleſſed Deitie, as to abhor the very ſhadow of ſuch Blaſphemie, 

therefore the Adverſaries of Divine Concurſe have in al Ages 

pitcht on this as the moſt puiſſant argument to oppoſe the ſame, 

that it brings the moſt holy and bleſſed God under the black im- 

putation of encouraging, yea impelling men to Sin. Aad albeit 

thoſe that aſſert Gods efficacious Concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater 
or entitative act of ſin, do moſt vehemently deteſt in their own 
fouls, and ſolemnly proteſt againft the leaſt thought or opinion 
that makes God the Author of ſin, yet nevertheleſs this direful 

Picc? of blaſphemie is ſtil charged on them. Moreover, there 

being in this Doctrine of Efficacious Concurſe (as in al other 

great Myſteries of Faith) ſome intricate difficulties, which the 
wiſe God has left us under, to trie our faith and fubmiſſton to 


divine Revelation; hence alſo many learned, and fome gions 
men 


Chap. 1. The Method of owr Procedure. 


men have been at a great loſs in their Inquirics, how to reconcile 
the Libertic of the human Wil with the Efficace of Divine Con- 
curſe, ſo as to free the bleſſed God from the imputation of im- 
pelling men to Sin. Theſe and ſuch like conſiderations made 
me the more prolixe ia the philolophic metaphyſic contempla- 
tion of the Devine Conciſe, its Nature, Origine, and manner of 
working, particularly as to the entitative att of what is ſinful ; 
together with the creatures Dependence thereon : which 1 have 
more fully diſcuſſed, Corrt of the Gentiles, Chap. 7, 9, 11. with 
deſign and endeavours, if it might be, to give the bleſſed God 
and his ſinful Creature both their dues, and remove thoſe ex- 


tremes which men are apt to fal into, 


But theſe my ſincere deſires and endeavours have not had that The methot of 
ſucceſs which was deſired ; which brings me under a freſh obligati- ©” procedite 


on to vindicate mine own Hypothelis, touching the efficacioxs con- 
curſe of God to the ſubſtrate mater or entitative att of what us ſinful. | 
muſt confels,the province before us is difhcult on many accounts, 
but principally, becauſe whiles we endeavour to defend the Con- 
curſe and Providence of God about the entitative act of ſin, it is 
ſuggeſted by ſome, and believed by others,that we make the holy 
God the Author of ſir, which is the dregs of blaſphemie, and 
that which every ſerious ſpirit abhors more than Hel. Yet we 
nced no way to dout, but that, with divine aſſiſtance, we may 
firmly aſſert and demonſtrate the eſficacitie of Divine concurſe to 
the material entitative act of that which is ſinful, and yet fully 
vindicate the Divine Majeſtie from that blaſphemous Imputati- 
on of being the Author of ſin. And for our more diſtin and 
demonſtrative procedure herein, we propoſe this method or form 
as moſt apt for the ſubject mater before us. (1) To examine 
and explicate the Terms formally implied in, or virtually rela- 
- ting to, the ſubjeft in controverſie. (2) To ſhew wherein the 
oppoſite parties agree, and wherein they differ both among them- 
ſelves and each from other ; together with the original and prin- 
cipal motives, grounds, and cauſes of ſuch Differences. (3) To 
give a Scriptural Explication and Demonſtration of our own Hy- 
potieſis, touching Gods efficacious concurſe to the ſubſtrate 
mater of that which is ſinful; with an anſwer to thoſe falſe 
gloſſes and comments, which our Adverlſaries the Jeſuitcs, Ar- 
minians, and ſome new Methodiſts give to thoſe Scriptures for 


the evading the force of them. (4) To craw up a brief Hiſto- 
B 2 ric 


4 The Explication of the Termes. Book ITE 


rie or Narrative of this controverſie, and its ſtate in al periods 


of the Chriſtian Churches to this day. (5) Te give the De- 


monſtration of our Hypotheſis from Reaſons gr—_ on Scrip- 
r 


ture, with the Vindication of thoſe Reaſons from the unground- 
cd invalid anſwers given to them by our opponents, Strang, 
and others. (6) To ſolveand anſwer the Objections urged by 
thoſe that oppoſe our Hypotheſis, particularly Srrangine, Bara- 
nins, Le Blanc, with others. (7) And finally, to lay down the 
proper Sentiments and Hypotheſes of the Orthodoxe about this 
ſubject, in oppoſition to thoſe falſe Oninions which their Ad- 
verſaries charge upon them : as alſo to produce the proper opi- 
nions of the adverſe party, and the dangerous conſequences that 
naturally and neceſſarily flow from them. 
The explication $- 2. Our firſt and indeed principal task, in order to a clear 
of the Termes. and demonltrative procedure in this controverſie, wil be, to ex- 
pPlicate the termes, and diſabuſe them from thoſe ambiguities, 
confuſions, and falſe impoſitions, in which at preſent they are 
involved. And here indeed I cannot but break forth into a 
doleful Lamentation over the bleeding ſtate of the Churches of 
Chriſt, by reaſon of thoſe vexatious controverſies which rend 
and tear out their very bowels, and al from the ſophiſtic abuſe 
or Ambiguitie of termes. And I no way dout but to make it 
moſt manifeſt, when opportunitie is offered, that moſt of the 
controverſies of this Age are fomented and maintained from the 
obſcuritie and abuſe of termes miſapplyed by ſubtile wits, for 
the eſtabliſhment of their own Hypotheſes. This is molt evi- 
dent in our preſent caſe, which makes it a duty abſolutely ne- 
ceſſary, before we enter on our province, to clear up the way 
by adiſtinc&t and particular explication of thoſe termes that re- 
late thereunto, 
of Sin. The firſt Terme we are to conſider 1s Sz : wherein we are to 
examine its. Origne, Cauſes, Conſtitution , both materia! and formal, 
and Kinds ;, particularly the nature of Acts ſubſtantially or intrin- 
 fecallyſinful.: al which we ſhal diſcuſle with that Brevitie and Per- 
t 2s O14 ſpicuitic the mater wil admit, 1. As for the Origine of Sin, it 
cam: fi:ſt iato the world from the Defe:b1litie of our firſt Parents 
their Free-wil , and has been ever ſince maintained and fomented 
- by the Ytwoſitie of human nature depraved by Adams fin, as we 
have copioſely demonſtrate, Conrt Gent, P.4. B.1,c., 4. $. 2. and 
Philoſ. Gen. P, 1. 1.3.c.3. ſeft.4. $3. 
2, Sin, 
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Chap. I. The Explication of the Termes. 


2. Sin, as to its material conſtitution, has for its ſubſtrate mater 2. 1s ſubſtrate 


or ſubject ſome natural good : For al ſin being, as to its formal Mater: 


nature, but a moral privation-or relation , It neceſſarily requires 
ſome natural good as its ſubſtrate mater or ſubject. The wiſe 
Creator and Gubernator of althings has by his Law ſo conſtituted 
al moral Beings, both Virtues and Vices , as that they cannot ſub. 
ſiſt but in ſomething natxral : albeit ſin be, according to its for- 
mal reaſon, a mere privation, yet it requires ſome poſitive, real 


*Z natural Being for its ſubjeCt, accocding to the nature of al other 
2X privations. Thus Auguſtin : That which i evil by reaſon of vice, 


od malum 


# good by nature. Again he faith, That ſin i not nature, but eſt yer vitium, 
the vice of nature, And that trite Maxime communly received bonum eſt per 


by al the Ancients, That al evil i fonnded in ſome good, i.e. natu- 
ral , ſufficiently demonſtrates this our aſlertion. Thus An 
guſtin, Enchirid. g7. Aithough therefore things ſinful, as ſinful are 
not good ;, yet not only that good things, but alſo that ſinful be, u good : 
;, e. things ſinful are good, not morally, but naturally, as means utile 
and conducible to the promoting of Divine glorie : for albeit 
they oppeſe the bonitie of the creature, yet materially conſidered 
they oppoſe no the bonitie of the Creator ; who can extract the 
greatelt good out of the greateſt evils. Doth it not then be- 
long to the infinite bonitie of God, to permit fins to be ? Yea, 
doth not the ingreſle of ſin into the world belong to the perfeCtion 
thereof? is not then the ſubſtrate mater thereof ſome natural 
good ? This is wel d?monſtrated by Suarez, HMetaph. Diſput. 11. 
ſeft. 3. p.252.'< Sin as fin has a material cauſe, which is always 
© ſome good. So Arguſtin ſaith , That there can be no evil but in 
© 900d, becauſe if there were pure evil it would deſtroy itſelf : and the 
© reaſon is, becauſe ſin, as to its formal cauſe, is not purely poſi- 


naturain, Auge 
contra Alverſ. 
ge Of Prophet, 
Cap. 5s 


Abſurdum c{- 
ſet, fi dicere-- 


© tive, or a pure negation , but a privation of debite perfeftion, ,* 11. 
© therefore it requires a ſubject unto which ſuch a perfection is fetumanr pec+ 
<que; which ſubject muſt be ſome good, &c. Yea, Strangins catum,, aur ul- 
himſelf, our principal Adverſary in this Controverſie, grants in lum peccatum 
this particular as much as we demand, pag. 629. That it i abſurd ** detectum, 

: ; poſſe per ſe 
to ſay, any ſin or defett can exiſt of itſelf , ſithat there can be no ſepa- exiſtere, chm 
rate evil, but al evil is [ſeated] in good. Yea, he ingenuouſly con- nullum derur 


feſſeth, pag. 245, That hatred of God, [which is an aCtion intrinſe-. ſeparartum ma- 


cally evil} 4s it is ar Aft and Being , ſo it is from God, namely as it is um, 


led omne. 
m fit in 


hatred. For, adds he, So hatred truly , as it i abſtrafted from this , Bs 
or that. objett is a phyſic attion , to which the metaphyſic bonitie of EDS 44 1/91une. 1.5, 


or 19. þ.629,. 


Al 4@s in their generic nature indifferent. Book IL 


or Being agrees, andit is morally indifferent \, but as it ts determined 
ro God, hence is its ayoula, Obliquitie. This conceſſion of Strangin, 
if wel conſidered, would not only overthrow his own Antitheſi 
againſt our Hypotheſis, but alſo put a period to this Controverſie, 
as in what follows we ſhal demonſtrate, C22p. 6. 8. 1, 

3. But the principal thing to be examined 1n the explication of 
ſin is its formal Conſtitution or Reaſon , which we ſhal endeavour to 
41 4s in they Manifelt in the following Propoſitions. (1) Al human atts con 
generic nate ſidered in their generic phyſic Entitie or natural Being, abſtraited from 
indifferent. thr moral conſtitution , are neither good nor evil , but morally indiffe. 

rent. Almoral Beings or Acts are ſcated, & iis guow, i: proper 
aature,as Cyril; neither can they exiſte without that proper nature 
whereurto they are appendent. There 1s no virtue or vice which 
has not ſomething of nature for its ſubject and ſeat : it's true, 
there may be nature where there is no moralitie, yet there cannot 
be moralitie where there is not ſome nature to ſuſtain the ſame. 
Now al human nature, as alſo al natural Acts conſidercd in their 
generic natural Idea, albeit capeble of virtue or vice, yet are in 
themſelves morally indifferent. Al thoughts, words and aCtions 
conſidered phyſically and abſtractly, without regard to their mo- 
ral determination by the Wil and Law of God, are neither good 
nor evil, For Moralitie is a mode not phyſically or intrinſecally 
inherent in human as, but appendent to them from the deter. 
mination of the Divine Law : The very acts of loving and hating 
God, conſidered in their generic, phyſic and entitative nature, as 
abſtracted from the moral relation they have to their obje&t , are 
morally neither good nor evil ; becauſe moral Bonitie and Vitio- 
ſitie are differences of human acts merely accidental or modal, as 
Suarez and other Scholemen generally grant. Thus much Srran- 
2ius frequently grants; as pag. 158. he ſaith, That moral Bonitie 
Adio ſeorſim and Vitioſitie are accidents of natural Actwons. So pag. 875. The 
per ſe & phy- ,0n conſidered apart and phyſically ss morally indifferent , neither 
— may it be leſſe ſubjett to virtue than to vice. Hence, 
eſt moraliter, (2) Al Moralitie and moral Ats,whether good or evil,recerve their 
nec minds vir- Conſtitution and Determination from the moral Divine Law, This 
euri quam vitio Hypotheſis is defended by Scots, and other Scholemen, and that 
fubſterm po- gn the higheſt reaſons: For the Divine Wil is the ſupreme mea- 
Al moral con. {ure and rule of al Juſtice and Sanctitie: Things are therefore 
ftitution from Juſt and good becaule God wils them ; and whatever God wils 
the DivineLaw. is fcr that very reaſon, becauſe God wils it, good and juſt, There. 


fore 
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Chap. 1. Al Moral Conſtitution from the Divine Law. 


fore that Platonic notion defended by ſome learned men, That 
the reaſons of good and evil are eternal, 1s of dangerous conſequence, 
albeit it hath ſomewhat of Truth (as other errors have) mixed 
with it: we grant, that in things morally good, there is a natu- 
ral condecence or congruitie to human nature, even antecedent to 
the Divine wil and conſtitution. As on ſuppoſition of mans be- 
ing created, he immediately falls under a neceſſary and eſſential 
obligation of loving God, hating ſin, &c. Theſe are duties 
naturally congruous, yea morally necefſary to human nature, 
Whence it is, that Divines uſually determine, That Original 
Rizhteouſneſs was natural to Adam, i. e. moſt condecent, congru- 
ous, and morally neceſſary to his Nature. Yet all this hinders 
not, but that the formal Determination of al Morals ariſe from 
the free conſtitution of the Divine wil and Law. The Law of 
God is the great Expanſim or firmament, which God has ſpread 
over the rational world, whereby al Mankind are moderated and 
regulated in al their moral Acts, and by which they ſhall be at 
laſt day judged : whence it neceſſarily follows, that al moral con- 
ſtitution muſt procede hence, as we have more amply demon- 
ſtrated, Court Gentiles, P. 4.8B. 1.c. 2, $.1, 2. Thus alſo Yoctis, 
Diſput. Theolog. Par. 1. de jure & juſtit. Probl, 10, p. 351. proves, 
That the divine wil is the fountain and rule of al Goodneſs. So much 
alſo Strangins grants us, p. 89. namely, That, as whatever is true 
#u therefore true, becauſe conform to the firſt Truth; ſo whatever is 
good, 15 therefore good, becauſe conform to the firſt Goodneſs : and as 
the Truth of God belongs to his Intelleft, ſo Goodneſs to his Wil, 
The like Mr, Baxter, Catholick, Theolog. Part 1.p. 100. Al crea- 
ted Fuſtice and Holineſs is ſuch, 1. e. good ( for goodneſs is their eſſence ) 
becauſe. Gods efficient wil made them ſo, Hence, 

(3) The formal reaſon or nature of Sin conſiſts in its being a De- 
ordination, or Tranſpreſſion of the Divine Law. This Propolition 
is fully ſtated and demonſtrated in Sacred Philoſophie, as we 
have copioſely proved, Court Gent.P. 4.B. 1.C. 4.5. 1. and Philof. 
General. P. 1.1. 3. C. 3.$.4. $. 1. ſo that it requires not further 
Explication or Demonſtration. Hence, 


(4) Sin as to its formal conſtitution and nature 1s not 4 poſutrve Sin as to its 
real Being , but privative. This Hypotheſis has found general forma! nature 4 
aſſent to it among al the Ancients both Pagan Philoſophers and ?!/v#t#0n- 


Chriſtians, excepting ſome few, Marcion and Manes, with others. 
It's true, the Aanicbees held Sin ro be a poſitive Being, and they 
took 


Sin as to its formal nature a privation. Book Ill, 


took up principes ſuited thereto, namely, That there were two firf 
Beings or Cauſes, one of good, the other of evil : But the ſober Philoſo. 
phers and Chriſtians abhorred ſuch ſentiments. Simpizcaics ON Epi. 
ttetus, C. 34.P. 171. has an excellent Diſcourſe to prove that ſin i 
10t in the nature of Beings, but d:yadi cignors, 4 prevation of Good, 
which we have largely explicated, Phz.oy. Gen. P. 1.1.3. C.3 $. 4. 
6. 2. And this was generally aſſerted by the Greek and Latin Fa. 
thers. Thus the ſpurious D1onyſius aſſures us, that Sin muſt neceſſq. 
rily be, agg. vlw quo, mega Tl unicacy, without nature, without 
ſobfbonce, So Greg. Nyſſen. eyimagxTiy iss nal” tavrd 1 xaxia, Sin 
is an inſubſiſtent Being, or privation. And it was a general con. 
cluſion in the Greek Scholes, that ſin reſulted, dve0is dyals, from 
the abſence of good, as darkneſs from the abſence of light. Thus allo 
among the Latins, Argyſtin allerted, that Sin was not Nature, but 
the evil of Nature. Again: the Amiſſion of Good has taken up the 
name of Sin. And Strangins, who is our principal adverſary in 
this controverſte, yet /. 1. c. 13. p. 97, &c. he ſtrongly demon- 
ſtrates this Hypotheſis, That the formal reaſon of ſin conſiſts in Pri 
vation. This 1 conceive deſerves a particular remarque, becauſe 
ſome late Authors, and thoſe not of inferior note, make great 
uſe of this Antitheſis, namely, That Sin 1s as to its formal nature 
poſitive, as their chicf engine to oppoſe our general Hypotheſis, 
rouching God, efficacious concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of that which 
3s ſinful. They tel us, that Sim, as to its forme, is not a mere priva- 
tron, but a moral Relation, which has ſo much Realitie as a relati- 
0, But to obviate al miſtakes and verbal conteſts, we grant, 
{ 1] That Sin may be termed a moral privative relation, or rather, 
relative privation, as it is a tranſgreſſion of, and ſo muſt have re- 
lation to, the Moral Law. [27] That Sin is not a mere nothing, 
but has ſome kind of logic poſirivitie or notional entitie, fo far as to 
render it capable of being the terme ofa Propoſition, as we have 
more fully ſhewen, Philoſ. Ger. P. 1. 1. 3. c. 3. $.4. $. 2. But, 
[3] We may not yield, that Sin is a moral poſitive Relation, 
much leſs a poſitive act or real Being, ſuch as 1s the term of a 
natural production : For ſuch a perſwaſion wil neceſſarily force 
men to grant, that God i the Author of Sin, or to hold with the 
nm that there are two firſt Cauſes, one of good and the other 
of evil. 

4. Touching the kinds of ſinful Actions, that which princi- 
pally concerns our preſent controverlie 1s the diſtinction of ſinful 
Actions, 


Chap.t... ATions Modally finfil. 
Aftions, into ſuch as are moga!ly only, or ſuch as are intriu ſcrap 
evil. 


2. 


(1) By a&ions modally evil they generally underſtand ſuch as are 4701s modally 


ſubſtantially good,yet have ſome modal accidental vitioſitie or ſin. «+ 
fulneſs appendent to them. Such are al the ſincerely pious acts of 


good men in this imperfect ſtate ; which have an evangelic per- 
tection and goodneſs in them, yet mixcd with much corruption 
and imperfection. For ſuch is the profunde myſterious wiſdom 
of God, that he permits a mixture of fin even with the beſt good 
works on this fide Heaven, thereby to render the methods of 
his Grace the more illuſtrious: ſo that the ſame AR, which is in 
evangelic eſtimation ſincerely good, is alſo modally ſinful and im- 
perfect. Thus Srrangrne, I. 2.C, g. p. 205. Sithat al tranſereſſion of 
the Law is ſin, men ſin both by doing what ts forbidden, as alſs by doing 
what ts commanded, if not in hs manner 4s commanded : Apain, both 
by not doing what is commanded, as alſo by —— from what is for- 
bidden, if they abſt ain not in a regular manner, Thus oft it comes to 
paſs, that the aition may be good according to the ſubſtance of the work,, 
and yet evil as to the mode of afting. As for example; to give Almes 
to the poor is a work ſubſtantially good, yet if it procede not from Faith 
and (haritie, and yeſpett to the glorie of God, it is evil as to the mode 
of atting. Thus Strangius. But I adde, that the beſt works of Un- 
believers are ſubſtantially evil, inthat they have nothing of ſincere 
good in them ; but ful of hatred of God ; and the beſt works of 
pious ſouls in this imperfect ſtate are modally evil, becauſe they 
have a tinCture of vitioſitie appendent to them, 


(2) By Aftions sntrinſecally evil, they generally underſtand Afions intrin- 
ſuch as being referred to and determined by ſuch or ſuch an ob- {cally evil. 


ze&t, carrie in them an intrinſec vitioſitie and malignitie ; ſo that 
whiles under ſuch a reference and determination they can never 
become good. And the commun inſtance is in hatred of God, 
and Blaſphemie. Not that thoſe aCts are in their phyſic material 
entitic or ſubſtance ſinful, but only in their moral conſtitution 
and formal determination or reference to their obje&t, Thus 
much is alſo acknowledged by Strangins, I. 1. Cc. 13. p. 89. When, 
according to the comm: ſentence, it 1s ſaid, that ſome alſo are in 
themſelves or intrinſecally evil , the afts are not underſtood as ab- 
ſtrafted from their Objeth, 
of which they have their vitioſttie. It ſeems to me, that the vitio- 
ſiie, which i: in the hatred of God, doth not belong to the material, 
C but 


but as they refer to their objett, in regard 


The Libirtie of 
3128 Wil. 


the Libervie-of the Wl. Book It 
but formal of Sin. Which is an ingenuous confeſſion, and wil be 
of much ule to us in what follows. At preſent we fhall only 
remarque; that this notion of As intrinſecally evil, if duely ex- 
amincd, wil be of no uſe to our Opponents, albeit they ſeem;to 
lay the moſt ſtreſs on it. For [11] They grant, as Strangins here, 
that the vitioſitie, which is in the hatred of God | and ſo in all other 
acts intrinſecally evil } doth not belong to the material but formal 
of ſin : ſo that Gods concurſe to the material or ſubſtrate mater 
of ſin doth not ſuppoſe his concurſe to the formal obliquitie of 
ſin. [27] In aQts ſmcerely but imperſetty good, and modally evil, 
the ſubſtrate mater or material act, which is both good and 
evil, is one and the ſame : now our Adverſaries grant Predeter- 
mination to the material act as good : how then can they denie 
predetermination to the ſame material entitative aft which is 
evil, thoughnot as ſuch ? But ofthis more hereafter, c. 5. 
$. 2. The next terme to be diſcuſſed by us is the Natural 
Freedom, or Libertie of the Wil; which is indeed the hinge on 
which our whole controverſie turns, as our more intelligent Op- 
ponents confeſs. A reverend Divine, Cathol. Theologre, Part 3. 
p. 80. ſaith, 7 do readily confeſs, that, as the ſum of al the contro- 
verſie is, Whether man hath cur any free-wil; &c. I do readily 
concur with him in this, That the ſum of al the controveſie muſt be 
reſolved into this notion of free-wil; and therefore if we cannot 
make good our ground here, we muſt neceſſarily fal under the 
efforts of our Antagoniſts. And I muſt confeſs this conception 
has been deeply engraven on my thoughts, for twenty five years 
or more, that the whole of the Pelagian and Arminian contro- 
verſie centers in this point, touching the Lebertie of the Wil - 
and he that endeavours to remove thoſe maladies, but over- 
looks thoſe Pelagian infuſions that lie hid in the heart of Free- 
will, doth act but like the unskilfu] Phyſician, who, to remove 
an Heitick Feaver, endeavoured to cure the Itch. What made Du- 
r.aadus drive Godsammediate Concurſe to human atts, but this. 
perſwaſion, that jt deſtroyeth the Libertie of the wil, and ſo 
makes God the Author of fin ? And what makes the Jeſuites de- 
nie Predetermination, but the like groundleſs perſwaſion ? So 
alſo Baronixe, in his Metaphyſics, Sett. 8. Diſp. 3. $. 79. p. 147. 
Here it was that the Pelagians of old took Sanftuarie, and un- 
der the ſhadow of this terme Free-wil conceled al their venimous 
tnfuſions: here, by their fophiſtic logic and ambiguous cloudy 
diſtinctions, 
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diſtintions, they fortified themſelves againſt the Defenders of 
Efficacious Grace. Thus Fanſenins, Auguſt. de Natur. Lapſ. Tom. 
2, 1, 4. C. 24. proves largely out of Angſtine, that the principal 
fraud and cheat of the Pelagians lay in thezr philoſophic ballucination 


about natural free-wil, which they placed 1n Indifference , but Au- 
guſtine in 4 rational fpontaneitie. Herein they are followed by the 
Jeſuites and Arminians, who indeed differ not ſcarcely one hairs 
breadth from the Pelagians and Semi-pelagians. Yea Baronine, 
( whom Rutherford rangeth among the Arminians) with conh- 
dence maintains Befarmines definition of Libertie, as juſtifiable 
and;orthodoxe, Meraphyſ. Sect. 12. p. 285. 


But other of our Antagoniſts, Srrangizs, Le Blanc, &c. per- The niw coined 
diſtinftion of 

Libertie largely 

and ſtriftly 


ceiving that our Reformed Divines have generally placed Natural 
Libertie in a Rational Spontanerty, and 1o preſumed, that volun- 
tary neceſſitie is very wel conſiſtent therewith, hence they have found 
out an artificial diſtintion for the reconciling the Calviniſts with 
the Feſuites, Pelagians and Arminians : They diſtinguiſh Libertie, 
into that which u largely, or ſtriltly taken: and they confeſs , 
(1) That Libertie taken largely, as it is a perfection of the Soul, 
ſo it has one and the ſame notion with Rational Spontaneitie ;, 
and ſuch is the Libertie of glorified Souls. This Libertie they 
make eſſential to the wil; of which ſee Srrangia, |. 3. c. 14. p. 
686. alſo p. 691, 702, 703. But, adde they, (2) There is alto 
a libertie tih ſo termed}, which conſiſts in the Indifference 
of the wil to this or that object, alſo to aft or not toact : and 
this Libertie is moſt proper to this our imperfeCt ſtate, as Strarn- 
Lins, P. 188. 687. 689. 711. So likewiſe Le Blanc, p. 435. and 
others. There were ſome- firſt lines of this diſtiaftion drawa by 
Camero, who makes libertie ſtriftly ſo termed to be about the 
means, not the end; yet his Notions about Libertie are tolerable, 
in that he makes Divine Predetermination conſiſtent with hu- 
man Libertie. But the firſt creator of this diſtinCtion touching 
a two-fold Libertie, among thoſe who owned the Syned of Dorr, 
was Strangins, who aſſerts a two-fold Libettie, one conſidered in 
its own Nature, which is eſſential to the wil, and the other as 
limited to lapſed man, which includes Indifference, &c. as in places 
above cited. 

What theſe new Methodiſts mean by this new-coined di. 
ſtin&tion of Liberrie, unleſs it be a gratification to the Pelagians, 
I cannot conjefture : Certain I am, that I never could find it 

C2 among 
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The True Idea 
of Liberties 
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among the ancient Philoſophers, Primitive Fathers, Scholaſtic 
Theologues,or any other but theſe new Methodiſts or their SeCta-. 
tors. Doany of the Greek Philoſophers make mention of any li- 
bertie,but what is cſſential to the wil and al human afts? Can we 
find among the Greek Theologues any notices of*this two-fold 
Libertie ? Yea do not the very Jcſuites herein concur with us, that 
Liberty is eſſential to al moral acts, both in the future, as wel 
as the preſent ſtate of the Soul ? Is not Libertie conſtituted by 
them and the Arminians as the foundation of al Moralitic ? Doth 
not Amyraldus, de Libero Arbitrio, as wel as we, make Libertie 
properly taken eſſential to the wil and al its Afts? Of what 
uſe then can this diſtinCtion of a two-fold Libertie be? Wil it 
fatisfie the Pelagians, Jcſuites or Arminians? No; becauſe they 
al make Libertie ſtriftly taken eſſential to al Moral Acts. Or, 
wil it any way relieve the Calviniſts in their conflifts both with 
Jeſuites and Arminians, to ſay the wil is ſometimes free and 
ſometimes not? If it be ſuppoſed, that Indifierence be eſſen- 
tial to libertie in this imperfect ſtate, wil it not then be replied 
by Pelagians and Arminians, that the wil is not, according to 
theſe new Methodiſts, free in Converſion, becauſe not indifle- 
rent 2 It were not difficult to demonſtrate, how invalid this new- 
coined diſtintion of Libertie is, and unapt to reach thoſe ends 
for which it was deſigned by the authors thereof. 

As for the true Idea and notion of Natural Libertie, we have, 
with what ſtudie and diligence we could, inquired into and dif- 
cuſſed the ſame, Cours of the Gentiles, P.2. B. 3.C.g.S.3. g.11, 
12. & B.4.C. 1. $ 29--32, alſo Philoſaph. General. P. 1.L. 3, c. 
3. S.2.&P.2.L.1.c. 1.5. 4.$. 2. the ſum whereof may be drawn 
forth in theſe following Propoſitions. (1) Natural Libertic, as 
it denotes a power, has one and the ſame Idea or Nature with the 
Wil. This is copioſely demonſtrated, in the forementioned pla- 
ces. Hence, (2) Al atts of the Wil have libertie in the Privief na- 
tion eſſentially appendent to them, (3) The Dominion which a free 
eAgent has over his own eAtt i not abſolute, but linuted and conaitio- 
nate. (4) The neceſſitie which arsſeth from the concurſe of God the 
firſt cauſe, no way dminiſheth, but eſtabliſheth the —_— Liber- 
tie of the Wil. For nothing offers violence to the Wil, or is in- 
jurioſe to its Libertie, ſo long as the act it. puts forth is volun- 
tary : ſo long as the wil doth voluntarily eleft and embrace what 


it 1s predetermined unto, the at is in its own power and _ 
| or 
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for as Ariſtotle, Eth. 1. 5.c. 12, wel obſerves, #98» mages 7lu- avr# 
wdau Birnow, nothing happens to ſuch an one, but what he wils, 
(5) Aﬀual Indifference to varietie of Objetts or Atts, is no way efſen- 
tial to natural Libertie, but only an Accident reſulting from its im- 
perfettion. (6) The formal, native and genuine Idea or notion of 
natural Libertie, both as to ſtate and exercice, includes no more than 
a rational ſpontaneitie, This laſt propoſition, which is the princi- 
pal, Strangins * owns; and Le Blanc de Libr. Arbit. Thef. 19. 


terminations, Que 22. That the Divine Decree takes not away 19 vouTinavy 

Libertie. Theſe Propoſitions about natural Libertie, we have in Ponancumin- 
: relleftuale. 

the forecited places more amply demonſtrated, becauſe the whole $,,,,g. 1,2. 


Pelagian and Arminian controverſie, and particularly this about « 14. p. 685. 


Gods concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin depends thereon : and ke 
that ſhal undertake this Province of reſolving our preſent Que- 
ſtion, without a clear Explication and Demonſtration of the Wils 


natural Libertie, doth nothing to purpoſe. 


S. 4. Next to the natural Libertie of the Wil, we are to con- Moral Libertie 
ſider Moral Libertie or Free-wil, as alſo what is poſſible or impoſ. ® _ #0- 


ſible to corrupt Nature. By e oral Libertie or Free-wil is gene- $9%* 
rally underſtood the moral potence Or ſpiritual abilitie of the Soul 

to ao good, This moral and ſpiritual Libertie, our Adverſaries 

the Pelagians, Arminians and new Methodiſts confound with 
natural Libertie, and from our denying the later in corrupt Na- 
ture, they falſely charge us with denying the former : therefore 

to remove this confuſion of the termes, and thoſe falſe imputa- 
tions which are charged on thole that defend efficacious concurſe, 

the following Propoſitions wil be of uſe unto us. 

1. Natural Libertie ts eſſential to the Wil and al its alts, but 
moral Libertie or free-wil to good only accidental and ſeparable. The 
Wilis not a Wil if it be not naturally free in al its a&ts; what- 
ever act is voluntary, is for that very reaſon free; Voluntar 
and free being in Scriptural eſtimation, as alſo by the determi 
nation of the beſt Philoſophers, termes ſynonymous and equipol- 
lent, as we have demonſtrated, Philof. General. P. 1..L. 3.C. 3. 
S. 2. g.1. But now as for £,/oral Libertie and free-wil to good, 
that is only accidental to.the human Soul; it may come and go, 
be preſent and- abſent without the natural deſtruction of the 
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Moral Libertie or Free-wil to good. Book II 


Soul, or violation to natural Libertie. It's true, that Moral Li. 
bertie, conſiſting in virtuofe Habits, Inclinations and Exerci 

is the Perfeftion of Man, yet ſo as the Eſſence of the Soul is nat 
diminiſhed or deſtroyed by the lofs thercof. 

2. Our firſt Parents in their innocent ſtate were inveſted not on 
with natural but alſo with moral Libertie or free-wil to good. This is 
granted on both ſides, and therefore needs not further demon- 

ation. 

3. Since the fal corrupt Nature in its unregenerate ſtate lies un. 
der a total, unrverſal and naturally moral Impotence as to al Moral 
and ſpiritual good, Ical this Impotence total and univerſal, as it 
craters the whole ſoul, and has ſtript it of al ſeeds of, or 
inclinations to, any ſpiritual or truely moral good. I terme it alfg 
natural, or naturally moral, in that, albeit the ſubject be moral, 
yet the Impotence being communicated together with corrupt 
Nature, connatural or congenite and proper thereto, as corrupt, 
and as toal natural power inſeparable therefrom, it is become 
a moral Nature. 1am not ignorant, that ſome new Methodiſts, 
together with the Arminians, ſtiffely contend, that this Impo. 
tence is not natural but only moral; but either they intend under 
the ambiguitie of the termes to concele ſome Pelagian Infuſions 
of natural ſeeds of virtue and Free-wil to Moral good, or elſe 
they muſt wreſt the termes Moral and Natural from their native 
ſenſe, and whatis intended by thoſe that defend a natural impo. 
tence. For al know, that by moral Impotence 1s generally un- 
derſtood an Impotence contratted by frequent Acts of and Cuſtom 
in Sin; and fo on the contrary by natural Impotence is under- 
ſtood ſuch as is traduced together with, and through the miſe. 
rable contagion of ſin inſeparably appendent to corrupt nature, 
Of this ſee more Philoſoph. General. P. 1. L.3.c. 3. S.y.$. 1, 
Hence, 

4. Sin in corrupt Nature becomes neceſſary, and the obſervation 
of Divine Precepts smpoſſible. This Propoſition has ever been in 
al Ages of the Church, the great bal of contention between the 
Patrons of Free-wil, and the Defenſors of Free-grace. The Pe. 
iagians of old as the Arminians of late have made this their main 
Refuge for the defenſe of their Diana of Free-wil. If Sin, ſay 
they, be neceſſary, and ſo inevitable, then it ceaſeth to be ſn : if « 
be voluntary, then it may be avoided. But theſe Pelagian Armes 
Auguftin and his SeQators have ſtoutly refelled , by ſhewing, 
(1) That 
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Chapt. Neceſſitie, ipoſſebilitie, end poſſebilitic what. 
(7) That the Law was not originally impoſſible to mans Na- 
ture, but only is become ſo accidentally by reafon of Sin, and 
the impotence of corrupt Nature. (2) That this Impotence is 
not lcfs voluntary than neceſſary, yea the more necellary it is, 
the more voluntary : The neceſlitie of thjs Impotence is ſeated 
in and ariſcth from the Wil, and therefore moſt voluntary. 
Thence e Auguſtin termes it dura Neceſſitas, ar hard Neceſſitie, 
becauſe the more neceſſary this impotence is the more voluntary, 
and-the more voluntary it is the more neceſſary. Plaro, Phileb, p. 
22, gives it the character, ay«yzns 5s Wwiaiuor@, of 4 miſerable 
neceſſitie ;, which he oppoſeth to that bleſſed neceſſirie of adhering to 
the chiefeft good , of which ſee Court Gent. P. 4. B.1.c. 4.97. (3) 
That aibeit the avoiding of ſin and the obſervation of Devine commands 
be leg ally impoſſible to corrupt nature , yet both are Evangelicly poſſible 
through the habitual and attual aſſiſtances of the Spirit of Grace. See 
more of the impoſſibilitie which is in corrupt nature for the obſer- 
vation of Divine precepts in Fanſenius , Ang. Tom.3.1.3.c.15,&c. 
Philoſoph. General. Part, 1.hb.3. cap.3.ſett. 5, $. 1. Court Gent. P. 4. 
B. 1. c.4. 8.8. 

5. Notwithſtanding the neceſſary impotence of corrupt nature as to 
what is morally and ſpiritually good, yet it ſtil retains a phyſic or natu- 
ral facultie and remote paſſive power capable of recervmg Spiritual 


good. No one denies, but that the Soul, as a rational and volun- 


tary ſubject, is remotely, paſſively, and naturally capacitated for the 
reception of gratioſe infuſions; al the Controverſie is about a 

oxime Or next, ative, and moral power, which we denie to remain 
1n corrupt nature. 


6. The Neceſſitie of conſenting and Impoſſibilitie of reſiſting which Neteſſtic, im« 


attends the wil on the ſuppoſition of Divine concurſe efficacionſly moving 
and applying the ſame to att , is only conſequential, bypothetic, or conds- 
tionate and voluntary , not ſimple , abſolute, and coattiue or violent. 
Here we are to inquire what a ſimple and abſolute impoſſibilitie is, 
and how it is differenced from a conditionare and limited Impoſſibi- 
litie. Athing is ſaid to be —_— abſolutely impoſſible, when it 
is in no regard poſſible : for if it be in any reſpec poſlible , it can- 
not be ſaid to be ſimply and abſolutely impoſtible. Now nothing 


can be ſaid to be z no regard poſſible, or ſimpy and abſolutely impoſſi- 
ble, but what in its own nature implies a repugnance of exiſting : 
and ſurely nothing in its own nature implies a repugnance of ex. 
ilting, but what involves a contradiction ; that which involves a. 

CONTLIR. 


Neceſſitie, ipoſſibilitie, and poſſibilitie whar, BookNh 
contradition comes not within the compaſs of poſſible , becauſe 
contradictions have no paſlive power of being verified ; for the 
affirming of the one is the denying of the other ; the truth of the 
one makes the other falſe : But whatever implies not a contradj. 
ion or repugnance of exiſting , that maybe ;, and therefore can. 
not be ſimply and abſolutely impoſſible , of which ice Court Gent. P. 4, 
B.2.c.5.5 4, Now that the Concurſe of God predetermining 
the wil to the ſubſtrate mater of ſinful acts cannot render the op. 
poſite aCt of obedience ſimply and abſolutely impoſſible is evident; 
becauſe (1) the oppoſite aCt of obedience implics no contradicti- 
on or repugnance of exiſting : For God can and doth work it in 
ſome : albeit it be in a limited ſenſe impoſſible to corrupt nature, 
yet it is poſſible to Grace, as before. (2) The wil predetermi- } 
ned to one att has an habitual indifference or radical flexibilitie | 
to the oppoſite aft ; and therefore the impoſlibilitie is only con- 
ditionate and limited. A reverend Divine ſuppoſeth, That Godt 
determinative concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin leaves it undenia- 
ble, that the mater of al hi: Laws, in reference to al ſuch attions, are 
a ſimple and moſt ſtrifily natural impoſſibilstie. Which I conceive 
to be a great miſtake, and that according to the confeſſion of our 
principal Adverſary, Strangius, who lib. 3. cap. 8. pag. 625. ſpeaks 
thus: Therefore the Divine determination either by efficacrous grace, 
or any other way [which includes concurſe to the entitative act of 
ſin] being granted, there 45 truly inferred a neceſſuie of the conſe 
quence ;, ; Lane that aft of the wil unto which it #5 determined by God 
muſt neceſſarily follow, but it is not a neceſſitie of the conſequent, which 
11 1ts own nature remains contingent ; and thereſore in a compoſite ſenſe 
the wil , when it ts determined by God to att, cannot but att, Whence 

In ſibero arbi- ſome Scholemen ſay, That in free-wil there is a ſimultie of power to op- 

trio eſt _ poſites, but not a power of ſimultie, i. C. a power of embracing oppoſites 

oc 6s at one and the ſame time : whereof the reaſon is this, becauſe a power to 
non potentia one alt 15 rot oppoſed to the power unto the negation of the ſame att, or 
ſimultatis, 4/- fo 4 Contrary at , but two contraries or contr aaittories cannot be toge- 

VAret, ther in the ſame ſubjett. Of which mater Alvarez diſcourſeth lear- 
nedly, de Auxil. l. g. Diſp. 94+ & 1. 12, Diſp. 115. Note wel here, 
that Srrangivs in this point fals in with the Dominicans, and full 
aſſents and conſents to their mode of conciliating Divine determi. 

nation with human libertie, which if the fore-mentioned reverend 
Brother and others would do, I ſhould judge our Controverſie ve- 


ry near, if not fully at an end. The ſum of al is this, That the de- 
termination 
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termination or predetermination of Divine concurſe to this or 
that a(t doth not make the negation of that a&t, or a contrary 
aCt a ſimple or moſt ſtrittly natural impoſſibiltie , as ſome would per- 
ſuade us, but only infers a neceſſitie of the conſequence, the wil 
having ſtil, i ſenſ# dſo, 3. e. on ſuppoſition of the withdrawment 
of Divine concurſe, an habitual indifference to act or not to aCt, 
though, in ſenſu compoſito , as predetermined by Divine concurſe, 
it cannot but at. Or ſummarily thus: The wil has at that very 
time, when it is predetermined by God to this or thatact, an ha- 
bitual power or radical indifference to the negation of that aCt, or 
to the putting forth a contrary act : Sathat Divine predetermina- 
tion excludes only a contrary act , not the radical power to that 
aft. Thus alſo Davenant, Animadv. againſt Hoard, p.240,333,341, 
360, 402. proves ſtrongly and accurately , That abſolute Elettion 
and Reprobation may ſt and with a poſſtbilitie to contrary events, though 
not with contrary events. Of which more hereatter. 


17 


$. 5. The next terme that fals under conſideration is the Wil of The w!! of God, 
God, its different Idcas and various Acceptions in the Scri- #ts diſtributi- 


ptures, under which our Opponents concele themſelves, and their 9% &% 


miſrepreſentations of our ſentiments. The ancient diſtinCtion of 
the Drvine wil, ( which they ſay Hugo de S. Viftore firſt formed) 
was, into voluntatem ſigns & voluntatem beneplaciti, Gods ſionificative 
wil and his beneplacite wil. (1) Gods ſignifhicative wil they make 
to conliſte of Precepts, Promiſſes, Prohibitions, Permiſſions, Counſels, 
and Admonitions. By Permiſſions here we muſt underſtand ſuch as 
are moral, not natural, which as to fin properly belong to Gods 
beneplacite wil, as anon. This ſignificarrve Wil of God ſome Di- 
vines terme his Reveled wil, from Deut. 29. 29. others terme it 
his Legs/lative or Preceptive wil : others his Approbative wil, where- 
by he declares what he approves and what he diſapproves, of 
which ſee Davenant Animadv. againſt Hoard, pag. 222, 356, 391-- 
399. Laſtly learned Chamier, and Daille out of him, terme this 
ſignificative wil of God, his wil wegtrias, of complacence, Or compla- 
cential wil , whereby he declares, what is moſt agreable to him, 
and what not. Our judicious Davenant makes uſe alſo of this 
terme, as having one and the ſame Idea with the former notion of 
Gods Approbative wil. Theſe ſeveral notions of Gods ſionificative 
wil, albeit they may differ in ſome formalitie , yet they agree in 
ſubſtance and import, denoting Gods reveled wil touching mans 
dutie, and that which is moſt agreable to his holy wil and nature. 

D (3) As 
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(2) As for Gods Beneplacitewil, common:y 1 11:d his wil eufoxias, 
of good pleaſure , it is that whereby he decrer , effects, Or permnuts al 
events and effeits : whence it is diitribu!. © into effeiive and per- 
miſſive. Gods effeltive beneplacite wil , is «at whereby he decrees 
and produceth al natural and ſupernatu: al cffetts: Gods permiſ- 
ſive beneplacite wil, is that whercby according to his eternal Decree 
he cfhicaciouſly permits the exiſtence of lin. | 
This diſtribution of the Divine wil is greatly oppoſed by the 
Pclagians, Arminians, and new Methodiſts. (1) The Jclſuites, 
whom we may without breaci1 of charitic terme Pelagians, do 
what they can to baffle this diſtinction : ſo Molina, the Head of 
that FaCtion, i Thom, Part.1. Queſt.19. Art.12. tels us, That theſe 
ſigns of the Divine wil ſionifie properly and formally ſome nelition or vo- 
lition in Ged; and therefore Gods ſigniticative wil cannot be con- 
tradiſtinguiſht to his beneplacite wil. The ſame is urged by the 
Armiaians. But the Orthodox both among Papiſts and Prote- 
ſtants replie, that Gods reveled fignificative wil is only equivocal- 
ly, analogically, figuratively and improperly termed his wil, as the 
Edits of Princcs, and Laws of States, So Sanderſon de Obligatione 
Co:iſcientie, Preictt, 4. fett. 20, tcls us 5 That Gods beneplacite wil is 
that whereby God has from al Eternitie conſtituted with him(-If what he 
wil do : his ſienificative wil is that whereby he has appointed unto is a 
Law, by fienifying what he wil bave done by us. Wherecof the former 
7s properly and untvecally the wil of God , but this later improperly ana 
analogically ſo calied., The like Davenant , Animacverl, pag. 392. 
It's true, Divines grant, that this ſigniſicative wil of God has ſome 
Decree or AC of the beneplacite wil anſwering thereto : for the 
wile God decreed ,, that this or that ſhould be mans dutie ; but 
they denic that this reveled wil of God roucining mans dutie is 
the ſame with his decretive wil touching events. (2) Our Ad- 
verſarics pretend , that by this diſtiaCtion of the ſcontficative and 
veneplacite wil we make two oppoſite wils in God, and ſuch as claſh 
cach with other. This makes a reverend Brother to reject this 
C1/tinction, as of no uſe in our preſent caſe. But Divines anſwer, 
that theſe wils are not oppoſite in God , but only d;parate and ai- 
vcrſe : the things decrecd, and the things revelcd and conſtituted 
by Gods fignificative wil niay oppoſe eac? other , tut the dccre- 
tive and reveled wil never oppoſe cach other. The molt holy 
and wiſe Got really intends whatever he commancs,07r approves, 
with an intcntion that it ſhal be mans dutie , and EYE if per- 
ormed, 
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formed, but not alwayes with an intention that it ſhal be effeCt- 
ed. - (3) Our Opponents, and particularly the new Methodilts, 
confound Gods Leneplacite Decretwve Wil, with his Wil of Com 
placence and Approbatton : and under this confuſion endeavor to 
ſecure their oppolition againſt Gods willing the Permiſſion of 
Sin. Thus Strangins, 1.3. C. 2. P. 548. None can be ſaid to wil 
what he doth not approve. Fhence others make Love ot compla- 
cence eſlential to al acts of the Divine Wil: and thence con- 
clude, if God wil the permiſſion of Sin, he mult neceſſarily take 
complaceiice therein. But the replie hereto is not difficult : we 
ſay, that God takes complacence in al his own Acts, but not in 
al the objects they reter unto : but now love of complacence is 
not ſo termed from the act, but object about which it is conver- 
ſant ; which mult be ſome good cither natural or moral. Whence 
it is evident, that God may wil the permiſſion of Sin, and its 
exiſtence as a conſequent thereto, and yet not take complacence 
in or approve of fin. See more of Gods Wil and its various Di- 
ſtributions, Court Gent. P.4.B.2.C.5.5. 3. 


$.6. The lalt terme that needs our Explication is Divine Con- Of Divine Cc" 


curſe, its Immediation, Efficacitie and Predetermination, Strangins, e\ſes 
L.1.c. 11.p. 59. diltinguilheth Coxc:rſe from Influxe thus : (1) In 


fluxe is more large than concurſe : for the cauſality of every efh- 


cient is termed Influxe; and therefore the Influxe of God is ſeen 
in many things, in which his concurſe is not, as when he as 
without the concurrence of a ſecond cauſe, Thence, (2) the 
terme 1fiuxe is abſolute, not denoting the reſpect of any other 
cauſe, but that of concurſe is relative. I have no mind to quar- 
rel about termes without juſt ground, and therefore can eaſily 
admit this diſtinction, though it make neither for nor againit 
cither party. But that which more immediately concerns our 
preſent controverſie is, 1, To give the true Idea and Notion of 
Immediate Concurſe, as generally aſſerted and ſtated in the Scholes : 
which we ſhal endeavour to explicate both negatively and poſi- 
tively. 

(1) Negatively, Immediate concurſe to an Aft conſiſtes not in 
the preſervation of the principe , or rendring of it apt and habile 
for any congenerow attion. | know a learned and pious Divine, 
who ſeems in termes to grant immediate Concurſe as to the ſuh- 
ſtrate mater of ſinful aCtions, yet in the cloſe placeth it only in 
this, That God as the firſt Mover, ſo far excite and attuate thoſe 

D 2 power s, 


curſe Wats 


Inmediats C9» 
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powers, as that they are apt and habile fer any congenerons attion, 
ro which they have a natural deſignation, and whereunto they are not 
ſinfully diſinclined. But al this, as I conceive, no way reacheth 
the tiue notion of Immediate concurſe, neither is it conſiſtent 
with it ſelf, For, [1] If God 4s the firſt mover excite and attu- 
ate thoſe powers, then are they neceſſarily by him drawn or ap- 
plied toaCt, which is more than being apt and habile for any con- 
generous altion : Certainly to excite and aCtuate a power is more 
than to render it apt and habile for an aCtion. [27 If the 
Powers by Gods exciting of them are rendred only apt and habile 
for any congenerous action, then where is immediate concurſe as 
to the At? Did or would any terme this immediate concurſe, 
ſo far to excite and attuate thoſe powers, as that they are apt and 
habile for any congenerous Altion ? | 3] What this Aptitude and 
Habilitie is, which the Powers receive by being thus excited and 
actuated by God, I cannot divine : Are not the powers of the 


ſoul as powers apt and habile for natural actions, ſuch as the ſub-. 


ſtrate mater of ſin is? What other Aptitude or Habilitie doth God 
give unto the natural facultics as to ſinful afts, but merely the 
tacultie of ating? Necd ſinners any other facultie, power, Apti- 
tude or Habilitie to ſin, but the rational facultics depraved ? 
It's true, God applies thoſe facultics to the entitative act of that 
which is ſinful, but yet doth not adde any aptitude or habilitie 
_ toſin. [4] Doth not Durand and his SeCtators grant al this, 
and yet denie immediate concurſe as to the entitative act of ſin ? 
The Hypotheſis of Dwrandus doth no way exclude any kind of 
Aptitude or Habilitie, but rather include the ſame; it only ex- 
cludes the immediate application of the power to its at ; which 
alſo is excluded by this laxe notion of Immediate concurſe, 
[5] Laſtly, if they who oppoſe Gods concurſe to the ſubſtrate 
mater of al ſinful acts, do indeed and in truth aſſert and owne an 
immediate concurſe to any one entitative aCt that is ſinful, al 
thoſe black and direful conſequences, which they caſt on the 
aſſertors of Predetermination, may with as much facilitic be re. 
torted on them, as we ſhal demonſtrate, chap. 5. g. 4. Hence, 

(2) Affirmatively, Immediate concurſe as to its formal Idea not 
exly grves an Aptitude or Habulitie to att, but alſo immediately pro- 
duceth the very att it ſelf. That this notion of immediate con- 
curſe is univerſally received in the Scholes, is moſt evident, 1 
{hal delire the Reader. to conſult our Countrey-man Comproz- 
Carleton, 
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Carleton, a learned and acute Jefuite, who had his firſt educa- 
tion in Cambridge, and is more moderate than molt of that faCti- 
on. Heſaith, Philoſoph. Diſput. 28. de Cauſa prima, Set. 3.p. 319. 

od therefore concurs with at bus Creatures immediately to al their 
attions, not only by the Immediation of Virtue, but alſo of Suppoſite, 
i. e. that attion, whereby the creature operatcs, doth alſo flow imme- 


diately from God himſelf, and not from any other ſubſtituted in his 
place. A clear explication of Immediate concurſe,: fo far as it 


4 regards its Immediation. Whence Dyſpar. 29. Sect. 2. he deter- 


mines thus, touching Gods Immediate concurſe to the act of Sin: 
IWe muſt ſay therefore, that God deth phyſically and immediately con- 


b cur to the aft of ſin, together with the create Wil. And he confirmes 
7 this Hypotheſis by Arguments out of Aquinas, Suarez, Vaſquez, 
= Anſelme, Tanner, Zumel, Monteſinus, Mulderns, «Arriaga , and 


Oviedo. So that this notion of Immediate concurſe ſeems to have 
becn generally entertained by al parties, both Thomiſts, Scotiſts, 
and Feſuates, as that which is moſt rational and ſelf.eviden- 
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cacitie and Predetermination of Divine Concurſe;, wherein the Je- edeterminant 


ſuites and Arminians oppoſe the Dominicans and Calviniſts. 1 
muſt confeſs, when I firſt undertook the explication of Divine 
Concurſe, ſpecially as to the ſubſtrate mater of Sin, I ſtudioſely 
avoided the terme Predetermmation, (although it be frequently 
fathered on me) as 1s intimated Cort Gentiles, P. 4. B. 2.c. 11, 
$. 7. partly to avoid needleſs conteſts about words, and partly 
becauſe I would not profelledly eſpouſe the intereſt of any one 
SeCt, but adhere to Scriptural termes ; but ſince, upon a more 
accurate inquiry, finding the terme expreſlely laid down in 
Scripture, and that as to the very mater in controverſie, touch- 
ing Gods concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin, I ſee no reaſon 
why we may not make uſe of it, notwithſtanding the prejudices 
ſome endeavor to load it with. Therefore for the more ful ex- 
plication of this terme I ſhal endeavor to ſhew, (1) What effi- 
cacious concurſe notes, and (2) How this efficacious concurſe may be 
termed Predeterminative, 


concarſe. 


1. Divine Concurſe is termed efficacious as it doth moſt po- Eficacioes ton 
tently and invincibly produce its effeft. The Grecanic terme, </ what. 


whereby the efficacztie of Divine Concurſe is expreſſed in the 
Xriptures, IS wigy ny eficacitie, Or energie, which notes the puiſart 


force 
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Eph. 1.19 force of any operation. SO Epheſ. 1. 19. xate Thy Uigynay 1% ngg. 
Ts This 14G dure, according to the e: eryue or efficacions working of 
the mzht of hi; power. Here 1s, (1) Power or force. (2) . Might 
of power or moſt potent power ,, and (3) Lhe eſficacious working of 
this moſt potent power « Which note the puifſant « Facacitie ot dl. 
vine concurſe. Thence the Syriac renders it RIMITAYA, accord. 

Ephef. 3-7. #2 to the efficace. SO E pheſ. 3. 7. naTe Thu uigyncs Ths SuYdyurag 
according to the energie Or efficace of bis power. The like, 7h, 

Phil. 3-21 3. 21. xeTes Tk oigyns 5% Suragu avriy t vanTat or $27 TH 
wdvyTe, according to the efficacious working, whereby %e ts able even 
to ſubdue althings unto himſelf. SO (3. 1. 29. xata TW uigyng 
dury Thu ipyeuiylu wW ket U Foray, according to bus efficacious 
working, which worketh in me mightily. In al theſe Texts we haye 
mighty power, yea omnipotence joined with the efficace of divine 
Concurſe; which demonſtrates its invincible manner of work. 
ing, in the production of al its effets. So that wigyea !'gnificy 
Gods intime preſence with al tecond Caules, and ethcacious con. 
curring with and actuating of them in al their operations. The 
like import may be applied to its conjugate wegys, which notes, 
to effett any thing in the moſt efficaciors manner, 10as to overcome 

: Cor.12.6,1HT+ al refiſtence made againſt the torce of the Agent. So 1 Cor. 12.6, 
5 Up y@v T6 ndvTa, Who efficariouſly worketh althings. The like v, 11, 


of which hereafter. This efficacious concurſe, as it cooperates| 
with the ſecond cauſe is termed guyigyere cooperation Or concirſe,Þ 


and ouregyRy, to cooperate. $0 Aark 16. 20. oy xveis euyigyare®, 


the Lord cooperating, Or efficaciouſly concurring. Soellewhere, thatÞ 


Weyey as applied to God notes his attroſe, efficacious, and pre 
determinative concurſe in and with althings, 1s evident from the 
uſe of the word both in ſacred and profane Authors. So with 
Phavorinus WgyBiv, IS irolhuas megorny, to work reads ly. It's rendred 
by the Syriac, ſometimes Ay, to work, as 1 (or. 12.6. 3 Up, 
Te wivre W wacy* Where it notes not only an wnverſal general 
concurſe, but a particular, preſent, certain, efficacious force Or effi 
cacitie of Divine Concurſe, excrting it ſelf in al individual aQs 
Kom. 7. 5- and effects. Again, Wegyaiy is rendred by the Syriac, Rom. 7, 5, 
2 Cor. 4-12. and 2 Cor. 4. 12. by URNNN, to work, to alt with diligence, to 
7 Cor. 12. Is þp effcacions, as Boderianis, And 1 Cor. 12. 11, It is rendred by 
"WD, to at, to work, to perform, to effett, as Boderianus. Laſtly, 
Eph. 1.11, It Is rendred by the Syriac, Epheſ. 1. 11. WD by, who bath 
effeacionſly wrought althings, Which ſufficiently CE 
[ 
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the prec1« termination of Gods concurlſc, as toal f.cond caulcs and 
atts. H- ce, 
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2. This efficacious Concurſe, as it determines an! app! ies tl Ce Diterminetic'e 
ſ-cond canſe to act, is both in ſacred Scripture and by {cholaſtic Com whet, 


Theologues termed Padrerive and Predeterminative, We find 
both theſe termes in Scripture applicd to Divine Concurſe. vo 
reitey, from 3gOr 4 terme or lmur ;, (1) primarily and proper 
ſignifies to termine, ſet bounds Or limits to any cauſe , effect, or os. 
$9 Aits 17. 26. teloas meoreTey hes ayes x Tas beghr ras , 4 ad 
hath determined the times before appornited, and the bounds of thur ba: 
bitatien : 8. e, God has determined or predetermined to cvery 
Man, Nation, and Kingdome their fixed termes of duration and 
life. So Arrian, Epitter. lib. 1. cap. 12. ſpeaking of God, lic ſaith, 
# furdir ov Gcre4 And Virgils Song is remarquable : Star aa 
ng, dies, Every gpes day ſtands fixed or determined : which Scr- 
ins underſtands , of the fixed determined period of hitman life. So 
that we [ce that not only ſacred Philoſopnie, but the v: ry Pagans 
by their dim light, aſſerted a fixed period of Divine life, as deter- 
mined by God ; albeit ſome that profe ſſe themicives Chriſtians 
denie the ſame. Then he addes, x; Tas 6eg988ias, 2nd the bound:, 
or the poſition of termes : for bgNoie properly [:gmfes the poſtios 
of termes Or limits to any cauſe, attion, efelt, or thing. God by his 
eternal Decrce has predetermined or ſet term: s and limits to al {e- 
cond cauſcs, their actions, effects, and events : there is nothihg ſo 
contingent in nature, bur it is predetermined by the Divine wit. 
e find the Verbe geifev applied to times and places, as wel as to 
k & - and aCts: So Heb. 4.7. Geifer nuvgar, be determines Of linnts 
a day. Thence in the Gloſlarte, 6ug#72 nudes 's a ſtated Or deter- 
mined day : and 10 ceife &@ Thaw, 1 termine Or limit as to pl. ice. 
Whence Heſychins makes elGe, he determe: 'es, to be _ ſame with 
3997 Sid act, he grves terme Or {unut. Thence alſo beidw With the 
LXX. aniwers to AJ to termine, dctrrinmne, Or £07 ftunte t:;mes tO 
any place or thing, Num. 34.6. Foſ. 13.27. & 15. 11. allo to 
799 to be bounded or determined. V\ hence laſtly cerouds fignitics 


a definition, winich is the terme or bouncary of an ellz nce, accord: 
ng to {icero, who renders It, the Cir cn leription of 4 thiil (23 
From this primary notion of 4 pan ſol jows a ſecondary, Sk, 
to decree, deſtine to a certain end, | "ine, predetermine. In which 


ſenſe It ſignifies the ſame with Ap wg, o predetermane : end i0 


it is transferred to pred:/tinatio, pre: ictermination, or th Fey: 


p.rpoſ- 
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purpoſe of the Divine wil, even about the ſubſtrate raater or enti. 
rative act of fin; as Luke 22. 22, v7! 73 weroulop, 4 it was deter. 
mined, Or predetermined, decreed. Our Lord ſpcais of his Cruci. 
fixion, which was the greateſt of ſins and intrinſecally evil, and 
yet lo! as to the ſubſtrate mater or entitative act, predetermi. 
ned and decreed by God. The ſame Ats2. 23. Him, being deli 
vered by the determinate counſel, and foreknowledge of God : aus. 
wy Bean, by that defined, determined, Or predetermined counſel : of 
which more Chap. 3. $. 2, Hence M1 to decree , deliberate , deter. 
mize is expounded by Theodotion, Fob 22. 28. zegew And Heſy- 
chius makes 8eife he determines ſynonymous to xelre, $$uarite, Icy 
oy, Which when .applied to the Divine wil note predefinition and 
predetermination. 

As the ſimple 3g, ſoalſo the compoſite wggoeifery, to prede- 
ſtine or predetermine is uſed ſix times in the N.T. (1) of things ap- 
pertaining to ſalvation, 1 (or. 2.7. (2) of perſons eleCt, Rom.s$, 
29; 30. Eph. 1.5, 11. (3) of the ſubſtrate mater or entitative act 
of lin, yea that which was intrinſecally evil. So Att. 4. 28. For 
to dowhatſoever thine hand and thy counſel determined before , or pre- 
determined to be done. For 10 nezwas yr may more properly 
be rendred. ggee/tew primarily lignifies to predefine , predeſtine, 
pred:termine, to ſet ltits, bounds, termes to perſons or things. Thence, 
as to this preſent text and point, when it is ſaid here, that thoſe 
who crucified Chriſt did what Gods hand nd counſel predetermined to 
be done, it muſt be underſtood of the ſubſtrate mater or entitative 
act, which was predetermined by God, as in what follows, Chap.z. 
$. 2. The Syriac verſion interprets mggvsZey by ZWN to ſeal, 
conſtitute, or make firmany thing , which is rendred by the LXX, 
TdTlav, 6aldTlev, wrdntlay, to order, diſpoſe, conſtitute, inſtitute. The 
Divine Wil and Decree gives order, con#titution , limitation, deter- 
mination, yea predetermination to althings.: al perſons and things, 
times and places, ends and means receive termes, limits, deſti- 
nation, and predetermination from the Divine Wil and Decree. 
Hence megeeltey in the N. T. is made ſynonymous to wegyysoxey, 
to forcknow, 1 Pet. 1.20. tO TegTaTIay, to preordain, Att. 17. 26. 
tO regrifivau, to propoſe, Or purpoſe, Rom. 1. 13. Eph. 1. 9g. to wggrar 
wetey, to prepare, Rom. 9.23. 1Cor.2.9. By al which we evi- 
dently ſee, what footſteps prederermination, and as to the ſubſtrate 
mater or entitative act of lin, has in the ſacred Scriptures. 

We 
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We now procede to examine this notion as uſed by ſcholaſtic Predetermina- 
tive Concurſe 4- 


Theologues , and howfar their ſentiments thereof are applicable 
to our preſent Controverſie. (1) Some diſtinguiſh between Gods 
predefinition and his predetermination : his predefinition they reſtrain 


to his Decrees, and his predetermination to his Concurſe, 


Others 


diſtinguiſh the predetermination of God into extrinſec and intrin- 
ſec : by extrinſec predetermination they underſtand the a&t of the 
Divine Wil or Decree, whereby the creature is predetermined 
to att : by intrinſec predetermination they mean the previous motion 
of God upon the creature , which continually moves and applies 
it to aft. But I ſhould rather diſtinguiſh predetermination, (as 
Creation and al other Acts of God ad extra )into attive and paſſive: 
[1] By attive predetermination I mean nothing elſe but the Act or 
Decree of the Divine wil, whereby al ſecond cauſes, perſons, atts, 
effects and things receive their termes, order, and limitation as to 
power and aCtivitie. This is the ſame with predefinition , pre- 
deſtination , and extrinſec predetermination. TI hat this active 
predetermination procedes only from the efficacious previous aCt 
of the Divine wil , without any impreſſion or actual influxe on 
the ſecond cauſe has been defended by Scorus and others of great 
name in the Scholes, and that on invict reaſons : for if God wil, 
that the ſecond cauſe, ( ſuppoſe it be the human wil) at, imme- 
diately on the volition of God the action of the ſecond cauſe wil 


follow, not from any previous impreſſion on the ſecond cauſe, but 


from its natural ſubordination and as it were ſympathie with the 
firſt cauſe : as at the beck of the human wil every inferior facul- 


tie of man moves. See Suarez, de Auxil.l. 1.c.5. n.3. and Court 


Gent.P.4.B.2.c.7.4.3. [2] By paſſive predetermination | underſtand 
the concurſe of God as applying the ſecond cauſe to its aft, and 
not really, but mentally or medally only diltinCt therefrom : Far as 


attive predetermination is the ſame with the Divine wil, ſo paſſive 
predetermination is the ſame with the ſecond cauſe , its act and 


effect, as we have demonſtrated Court Gent. P.4.B.2.c.8.4.1. 


(2) Predetermination is uſually diſtinguiſhed into phy/ic or na- Predeterminati- 
tural, and ethic or moral. This diſtinftion dependes on that of po —_ 
cauſes into phyſic, and moral: a phyſic or natural cauſe is that which 
is truly efficient, and ſo doth really influence the a& and effect, in 
a way of proper efhicience or cauſalitic : whence an Ethic or moral 


five and paſ- 


ſrut. 


cauſe is that which doth not immediately, directly, or in a way of 


real proper efficience produce the act and effect, but only morally, 
E | 


by 
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by propoſing objects, motives , piccepts, promiſſes, or the like 
moral means and influences, with excitements and pcrſuaſions, 
Thus proportionably we may diltinguiſh predetermination into 
phyſic and moral. [17] By phyſic predetermination we muſt under- 
ſtand not corporal, or natural in a ſtrict notion, which is proper 
only to things inaminate or Brutes , but ſuch a predetermination 
as really applics the Agent or ſecond cauſe to its aCt , and really, 
yea immediately influenceth both act and effeft. Thus Saa- 
rez., Metaphyſ. Diſput. 17. ſett. 2. num. 2. A phyſic cauſe [and ſo 
predetermination” un this place 1s not taken for a corporal or natural 
cauſe , atting by corporeous and material motion ; bit it's taken more 
univerſally, for a cauſe that truly and really influenceth the effett : 
for as nature ſometimes ſignifies any eſſence, ſo phyſic or natural 
influxe is that which by true and proper cauſalitie worketh the effelt : 
ro which when a moral cauſe ts oppoſed, it is to be underſtood of ſuch a 
cauſe which doth not of uſelf and truly att, yet ut doth ſo carrie itſelf, as 
that the effett may be imputed to it : ſuch a cauſe is he that comforts, 
beſeecheth, or hinders not when he may and ought. Hence [2] by 
woral predetermination, as it regardes Gods influence on the moral 
rational world , we muſt underſtand his moral influence on man 
as his laſt end, his ſtating mans dutie by moral precepts, inviting 
thereto by Evangelic promilſles, dehorting from ſin by penal com- 
minations, and al other moral influences. Here we are to note, 
that albeit phyſic and moral predetermination be comprehended 
under phyſic and moral cauſalitic , yet the later is more compre- 
henſive than the former : for phylic predetermination properly 
belongs to a ſuperior cauſe as acting on an inferior, but phyficcan- 
falitie to any efficient, as Srrangins doth wel obſerve. 

But to ſum up the whole , both the Dominicans and Calviniſts 
agree with the Jeſuites and Arminians in this, That the holy God 
doth not morally predetermine any to ſin : for he neither counſels, 
encourageth, commandes, or invites any one tothe leaſt fin. The 
Queſtion therefore muſt be underſtood of phyſic predetermiation ; 
which I ſhal deſcribe according to the explication of Strangius, 
{.2. £.4. p.159. thus: © By the phyſic predetermination of God in 
© this place is underſtood the ation of God , whereby he moves 
and appLes the ſecond cauſe to act, and ſo antecedently to al 
© operation of the creature; or in order of nature and reaſon be- 
© fore the creature workes, God really and efficaciouſly moves it 
toaCtinal itsaCtions: s.e. he ates and cauſeth , that the crea- 
* ture 
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Chap. 1. Predetermination phyſic and moral. 


«ture ates and cauſeth whatever it ates and cauſcth : ſo that 


* without this premotion of God the creature can do nothing : and 
©this premotion being grven it is impoſſible, in a compoſite ſenſe, 
©that the creature ſhould not act and do that, unto which it is pre- 
© moved by the firſt cauſe. And more particularly, though con- 
cifely, as tor Gods predetermination of the human wil, Srrangine, 
l.2. c.11. p. 244. gives It us thus: Topredetermine the wil, as th 
teach, is to applie the wil to alt, and to make it aft. Which deſcripti- 
on of predetermination I do readily cloſe with, and fo the Queſti- 
on before us wil be ſummarily this, 

Whether God doth by an efficacious power and influence move and 
predetermine men unto al their natural attions , even thoſe that have 
ſin annexed or appendent to them? Affirm. 

I am not ignorant, that a reverend and learned Divine who 
oppoſeth our Hypotheſis, ſtates the queſtion otherwiſe, as if we 
held , That God doth by an efficacious influence univerſally move and 
determine men to al their ations ;, even thoſe that are moit wicked. 
But this Hypotheſis, as propoſed and intended, I know no ſober 
mind but abhors : whoever ſaid, that God determines men to the 
moſt wicked aCtions as ſuch ? were not this to make him the Au- 
thor of ſin, which every pious ſoul deteſtes? For to determine to 
wicked actions as ſuch , implies alſo a determination to the wick- 
edneſſe of thoſe aftions : and this determination cannot be phy- 
ſic; becauſe ſin as ſin has no phyſic cauſe or determination : there- 
fore it muſt be moral: and ſurely whoever determines morally to 
the moſt wicked aCtions cannot but be the moral cauſe, and Au- 
thor of them: and is not this an high piece of blaſphemie ? We 
are ſo far from aſſerting, that God determines men to the moſt 
wicked aCtions, as that we ſay, he determines men to no wicked 
action; no not the leaſt : Yea we adde further, that in aftions 
ſincerely but imperfetly good, and in part ſinful, albeit God 
predetermines men both naturally and morally to the goodneſſe 
of the action, and naturally to the ſubſtrate mater or natural aft, 
yet he predetermines not to the vitioſitie of the at, or the aCt as 
ſinful. So the ſum and whole of our Hypotheſis is this, That 
God doth P an efficacious power and influence move and predetermine 
men unto al their natural ations , even ſuch as have ſin appendent to 
them, This Hypotheſis we no way dout but to make good both 
by ſcriptural and rational demonſtration. 
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CHAP. IL 


The ſtate of the Controverlie. 


(1) Ten general Propoſitions wherein the New Methodiſts and Pre. 
determinants agree. (2) The New Methodiſts differences amon 
themſelves about Preſcience, Futurition, Divine Concurſe, and Geb 
permiſſion of ſin. (3) The differences of the Predeterminants from 
the New Methodiſts about abſolite Decrees, the Faturition, Druine 


Permiſſion, Preſcience, Providence, Predefinition, and Predetermina- 
tion of Sin. 


T7 E prolixitie we have uſed in explicating and ſtating our 
Queſtion wil render our ſubſequent work more facile and 
conciſe, For here that old Proverbe holds true, A good beginmng 
# ha'f the work, But before we enter on the Demonſtration of 
our Hyporbeſss it wil be neceſſary to manifeſt, (1) Wherein we and 
thoſe who maintain the Antitheſis do agree. (2) Wherein our Oppo- 
nents, who maintain the Antitheſis , differ among themſelves. (3) 
Wherein we differ from them. The cxplication of theſe Particulars 
wil not a little conduce to the more perfedt ſtate and determina- 
tion of our Queſtion. 

$. 1. Wherein we and our Opponents , who maintain the Antitheſis, 


our Opponents a- do. agree, Some there are who conceive onr differences greater 


gree 


than they are ; others on the contrary make them leſſe : our firſt 
work therefore wil be to ſhew, wherein we agree 5, which I ſhal en- 
deayor to lay down in the following Propoſitions. 

1. Prop. That God hath decreed althings that come to paſſe. Here- 
in our Adverſfaries generally concord with us ; albeit they differ 
from us, as alſo among themſelves about the manner how God 
decrees the ſubſtrate mater of ſin. Thus Strangis, l.3. c.3-p.558. 
© But alſo we confeſſe and ſay, that God doth truly decree al- 
* things that happen , but not althings in one and the ſame man- 
*ner; but ſome things efe&;vely, other things permiſſively : which 
*15 the commun opinton of Theologues, according to that famoſe 
* Axiome of Auguitin : There is nothing done, which the Omnipotent 
* doth not wal, either by permitting that it be done, or by doing of it. Yet 
the ſaid Srrangiue , 1n what precedes, gives us a very dangerous 
poſition touching the Divine Decrees : © It is not needful , = 

© he, 
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« he, that we appoint ſo many particular Decrees of God, touch- 
« ing his Concurle to be afforded, as there are actions of the crea- 
«ture and particular objects of them. Sithat that one general 
« Decree or Inſtitute of God may ſuffice, whereby he hath deter- 
« mined to concur with al the aCtions of the creature, as he hath 
« iven them a power toact, &c. This general Decree , foiſted 
in to ſalve his own Hypotheſis, is moſt unworthy of the Divine 
Being , in that it overthrows the Preſcience of God, impoſeth 
imperfection on the Divine Wil, and opens an effectual dore to 
Pelagianiſme. 

2. Prop. That Eletion of ſome to Grace and Glorie is abſolute, and 
no way dependent on the previſion of any alt of man. This Propoſi- 
tion, although it be denied by the Pelagians, Socinians, and Armi- 
nians, yet It is generally granted by our Adverſaries, the New 
Methodiſts, eAmyraldus, Strangirs, Le Blanc, and others. For 
theſe, albeit they make Reprobation conditional and dependent 
on mans ſin, yet they grant a particular abſolute EleQtion of ſome 
to Grace and Glorie : which to me ſeems very ſtrange and incon- 
ſiſtent with their Hypotheſis about Reprobation : For it the. De- 


crees of God be abſolute as to Eleftion , why ſhould they not be Volicion 
alſo eſtimed ſuch as to Reprobation ? Can the Divine wil be mo- gngirionates 
ved by any thing, but itſelf ? Are not conditional Decrees incon- ſunt alienz 3 


ſiſtent therewith ? Doth not Gol in the glaſs of his own Decrees fapientia & 
prudentia Det, 
Ruth, de Volunt, 
Dei, Diſþ. 20. 


foreſee al atts and events of the haman wil? Muſt they not then 
be al decreed abſolutely by God ? See hereafter, Chap.5. 4.3. 

3. Prop. That God hath a certain Science or Preſcience of fin, as 
wel as of al other Events, This Propoſition is univerſally granted by 
al the New Methodiſts, Amyraldus, Srr.1mgins, &c. asalſo by moſt 
Arminians, although it be utterly incompoſlible and inconſiſtent 
with the ſentiments both of the one and rother Partic. For al 
the wit of man, yea I wil with confidence aide of Devils, wil 
never beable to explicate and demonſtrate a certain preſcience 
in God of things future, but what is originated in and dependent 
on his own Decrees. I muſt ſolemnely profeſſe, I can ſee no way 
left to evade the force of Socinus's argument againſt the certaintie 
of Gods preſcience, if we reſolve it not into the free determina- 
tion of his own wil decreeing al futurc events: of which more i:t 
what follows, (hap. 5. 6. 2. 

4. Prop. That whatever God abſolutely predefines or predeſtines 
from Eternie, he predetermines in time. th 


Metho-, 


1s Propoſition the New- 
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Methodiſts ſeem generally to grant. So Strangins, l. 3, c.2. y, 

547. © When we ſpeak of abſolute predefiuition, we willingly 
© grant, that the predefinition of God from cternitie, and the 
© Predetermination of the create wil in time mutually follow cach 
<50ther ; ſo that whatever particular ſingular ACt God hath ah, 
© ſolutely predefined ſhould be done by us, to the ſame he doth 
* determine our wil : For whatever God hath by his Decree ſq 
© predefined, it is neceſſary that he effect the ſame, or cauſe that 
<;t be done; becauſe the Decree of God, ſeeing it is abſolute and 

© efficacious, mult neceſſarily have its effeft ; which it cannot 

* have but by efficaciouſly applying the create wil to the predefi. 
© nite aft: otherwiſe, if the wil ſhould not aft that which is pre- 
© defined, the Predefinition and Decree of God would be frultra- 
© ted, which is abſurd. A good conceſſion, which wil be of uſe 
to us in what follows, Chap. 5. $. 3. 

5- Prop. That God doth predetermine the human Wil to al afts 
and effetts morally good, as alſo to ſome other commun atts and 
effefts. This Propoſition is generally rejected by the Armini. 
ans, as alſo by Baronius, yet the New Methodiſts, who have 
chalked outa middle Way, penerally entertain it. Thus Stran- 
gius, l. 3.c.5. p. 584. *We have ſhewen, that God doth not 
©inal things predetermine the human Wil, namely not in acti. 
© ons intrinſecally evil, and to which Vitioſitie is neceſſarily an- 
*nexed; albeit in things lawful, not only in works of Grace, but 
©alſo in others that are commun, . according to his own pleaſure, 
© he determines it, with the preſervation of its own native li. 
© bertie, ſithat he can never offer any violence to the wil, but 
© only moves it ſweetly according to its own nature. See more 
on this argument in what follows, c. 3. $. 1. on Prov. 21. 1. 
This great conceſſion of Srrangius indeed cuts the nerves and 
ſinews of al his arguments againſt our Hypotheſis : For if God can 
and doth predetermine the wil to ſome aCts, without any vio- 
lence offered to its Libertie, why may he not alſo predeter- 
mine it to al its a(ts, without prejudice to its Libertie ? The 
force of this conſequence is ſo ſtrong, that it forceth Bare 
is and the Arminians to denie al Predetermination. See Chap. 
5. $. 4- 

6. Prop. That God predetermins the Wil tothe ſubſtrate mater of 
ſome ſinful afts, even of ſuch as are not intrinſecally evil. This Pro- 
poſition is granted by Strangine, 1. 4. c. 1, p. 766, © But although 

em 
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Chap.2. MWherein we and our Opponent? agree. 

«in the ations of wicked men, when God doth uſe them as [n- 
«ſtruments for the execution of ſome peculiar works, it may per- 
© adyenture be faid, that God doth determine their wils, yet it 
« ſeems more incommode to ſay, that God moves and predeter- 
© mines to al other aCts, as to atts of hatred of Gall, blaſphe- 
«mie, &c. So that he yieldeth, that God may predetermine to 
the mater of ſome ſinful afts : and indeed it cannot be rationally 
denied ; fithat Acts —_—_— good are alſo in part ſinful; and 
the ſubſtrate mater of the att as good and ſinful is the ſame : 
wherefore if God predetermine the human wil to the ſubſtrate 
mater of the act as good, mult he not alſo predetermine it to 
the ſubſtrate mater of the aft as ſinful? When 1 fay, that God 
doth predetermine the wil to the ſubſtrate mater of the att as 
ſinful, As here muſt not, yea cannot be taken Reduplicatively, 
but only Specificatively, as it ſpecifies one and the ſame Act, and 
diſtributes | 1nto its oppoſite AdjunCts of Goodand Emil: So that 
the meaning is no more than this, that God predetermines the wil 
to the ſubſtrate mater or entitative att which # beth good and evil : 
and if he predetermine the wil to the ſubſtrate mater of the ACt 
which is imperfeftly good, (as our Adverſaries grant) he muſt 
alſo neceſſarily predetermine the wil to the ſubſtrate mater of 
the aft whereunto ſin is annexed : becauſe the ſubſtrate mater of 
the AQ as good and evil is the fame. When our Adverſaries 
ſhal have given us a rational and diſtinct ſolution to this argu- 
ment, I ſhal confeſs they have done much for the ſubverſion of 
our Hypotheſis. Of this Argument, ſee Chap. 5. $. 4, 5. 

7. Prop. That there is no real poſitrvue Att or Entitze in nature, 
whereof God is not the efficient cauſe. This is generally granted by 
al thoſe that denie ſin to be a poſitive Being. So Strangins, L 2. 
6. 3. Þ.557. © There is no Entitie, and no action asit is an aQti- 
© on or has any realitie, whereof God is not the cauſe, or which 
© he hath not decreed either abſolutely or reſpectively. $01. 4. 
6. 11, p. 859. © The entitie. of the Action is reduced unto God, 
© as the firſt canſe, on whoſe concurſe and influze it dependes. So 
a Reverend Drvine, Cathol. Theol. Part 1. Seft. 17. p.85. *Itis 
© certain, that as motus vel aftio 1s quid naturale, it is of God as 
the firſt canſe of Nature: and ſo when a ſinner a&eth, it is 
© not without the firſt Univerſal Cauſe. One would think that 
this conceſſion, if well ſtated and proſecuted, would put an end 


to our controverſie : For al that we demand is, that the real poſi-. 
tive 
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tive at, whereunto ſin is annexed, be from God as the firſt cauſe 
of Nature : But yet what our Oppanents grant, as limited by 
them wil not anſwer our expeCtations. For ſome hold with Dy. 
randus , that the aCtion is from God, but not immediately, 
others, thgt it is immediately from God, yet not by a predetermi: 
native cancurſe. Hence, | 

8. Prop. That God concurs immediately to the ſubſtrate mater o 
entitative att whereunto ſin is annexed, This Propoſition is not 
granted by ſuch as follow Durandss cither in words or ſenſe, yet 
by others it is. Thus Strangins, L. 1. c. 10. p. 54. But we muſt 
judge, that God doth immediately reach every attion and effect of thi 
creatire, and that both by the Immediation of virtue and ſuppoſite o 
perſon. For as God himſelf, ſo hus virtue 5 cvery where preſent and 
energetic. For the proof whereof he cites 1ſa. 26. 12. Rom. 11, 
wult. 1 Cor. 12.6. Alt. 17.28. with other Scriptures. So Ch, 11, 
p. 61. he confeſſeth, that there is a common influxe of God unto 
al actions, which he cals ayigyerar, the energie and efficace of God, 
whereby he doth ſubordinate ſecond Cauſes to himſelf ,, ſo that what. 
ever they are or do alt, they eſſentially depend on him in both reſpett,, 
Whereby he ſeems to evince, that Gods Influxe doth not only 
render the ſubject habile to act, but alſo immediately reach the 
very act, even that has ſin annexed to it. The like he addes, 
L. 4.c.1. p.760. <It may truely be ſaid, and men are wont 
©to ſpeak, That God is the cauſe of vitiole actions, albeit he be 
© not the cauſe of the aCtions as they are vitioſe. And more fully 
L. 4. c. 3. p. 783. <*From what has been ſaid, it may in ſome 
© manner be underſtood, how in a ſane ſenſe God may be ſaid to 
<impel or incline to ſome ſin, when yet he is void of al ſin: ſpe- 
© cially if theſe things be obſerved. (1) That it be not under- 
© ſtood,that God moves or inclines men to fin in general. (2) Net 
* ther that it be ſaid, that God moves to al ſin, but only to ſuch, 
© in which he uſeth depraved wils as inſtruments to execute his 
© 200d works. (3) Neither that it be underſtood, that God doth 
© properly move to ſin ſimply and formally taken, or ſin as fin; 
© but only to the material of fin, z. e. not to the ſin of the Action, 
© but to the Attion as ſubſtrate to the ſin, ſo that he be not the 
© Author of the vitioſitie, which he only permits, but of the 
© ſubſtrate A, and of his own direction and ordination, which 
© he exerciſeth about the vitioſe Action, &c. Yea in Actions 
intrinſecally ſinful, he ſeems to grant, that the Act, as it is a 
phylic 
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phyſic or natural Being, is from God. Sol. 4. c. 12. p. 876, 
© That which is alſo true of Actions which are intrinſecally evil, 
© ſuch as the hatred of Gol, pecjurie, cc. In which alſo we muſt 
« diſtinguiſh the phyſic or natural Being from the Ethic or moral 
© evil. —— That God concurs to the phyſic action, but not to 
the moral vice of the action we have abvve ſhewen, There are 
two obſervables in theſe conceſſions of Srrangizs, which, if he 
were candid and uniforme in granting us, would put a period 
to the controverſie. [1] That in Attions intrinſecally evil there 
is a phyſic or natural entitie ſeparable from the ethic or moral vi- 
rioſuie. | 2] That the phyſic or natural entitie of al ſinful Actions, 
even ſuch as are intriaſecally ſinful, is tmmeaiately from God, as the 
firſt cauſe of Nature. But I mult confeſſe, I cannot find that 
Strangius is candid or uniforme in theſe his conceſſions, but 
elſewhere he ſeems to overthrow what he has here granted. 
For, | 1 ] He ſometimes aſſerts, that the natural act of hating 
God 1s {o intrinſecally evil, as that the vitioſitie cannot be ſepa- 
rated from it. Again, [2] albeit he ſeem frequently to grant 
an immediate concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of ſinful a&ts, yet 
when he comes to explain what he intends thereby, he doth too 
much verge unto, if not wholly eſpouſe Darandw's mediate con- 
curſe, as to acts intrinſecally evil. Thus alſo Amyraldrs, as it 
is wel noted by Le Blanc, Theſ. Conciliat. Arbitrit, & Thef. 48. 
+ 436. 
, 9. Prop. That Gods Providence is umverſally and efficaciouſly 
ative in the direiting and governing the Sins of men unto his own Glo- 
rie, This moſt of the new Methodiſts grant, albeit ſome ſeem 
to denie it, at leaſt in part. Our Propolition is granted by Srrar- 
gins, l. 3.c. 4. p. 469. © Neither doth it follow from our opinion, 
© that any free act is ſubſtraſted from the Providence of God, if 
© man doth that which God permits, ſithat whether it be good or 
© evil that man doth, God muſt foreknow, and direCt and order 
<©;it to the end appointed by himſelf. Sol. 4. c. 1. p. 760. © Fur- 
*thermore it muſt be obſerved, which we have oft mentioned, 
© that God albeit he doth not wil lin as fin, yet he doth adviſedly 
© permit, direct, and ordain it in the belt manner, to execute his 
*righteous judgements, and illuſtrate his glorie. The like p.764. 
* Albeit we denie that God doth ever determine the wil to lin for- 
© mally taken, or tothe aCtions unto which fin is neceſſarily an- 
© acxed, yet we acknowledge, that God doth ſo rule and _ 
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« the ſinful wils of Men and Devils, tirat by permitting tenta. 
© tions, offering objects, ſubminiſtrating occaſions, denying Grace, 
© which he owes to none, lctting looſe the reins to Satan, re- 
© moving impediments, or by operating in any other ſecret man. 
«ner, the event which he pre-appoints infallibly follows, and 
« ſpecially that that work be performed, for the effeCting of which 
«God uſeth their miniſterie. How much would this conceſſion 
conduce to put a period to this controverſie, were our Advyer. 
farics but ingenuous in their aſſent and conſent to it ? Doth he 
not ſay here as much as we, abating only the terme Predetefmi- 
nation ? and yet elſewhere how doth he ſtart off from what is here 
granted ? 

10. Prop. That God doth no way concur or predetermine the hu- 
man wil to the ſubſtrate mater or entitatrve att of ſin ſo as to bethe 
caſe or amthor of Sin, This Propoſition we chearfully and with 
our whole Souls aſlent and conſent unto; although it be the grand 
deſigne and unwearied endeavors of our Adverſarics, both Pela- 
gians, Jeſuites, Arminians and new Methodilts, to faſten the An- 
titheſis on us, namely, That we make God tobe the Author of ſin. 
Which Imputation has been in al Ages of the Chriſtian Church 
faſtened on thoſe that defended Efficacious Grace and Digine 
Concurſe, as we ſhal ſhew in what follows, Chap. 4. 

$. 2, Having laid down the general Propoſitions, wherein our 
Opponents generally, though not without ſome variation, con- 
cord with us, it follows, that we ſhew briefly wherein they differ 
among themſelves. Indeed, ſo great is the difference of our Ad.- 
verfaries, ſpecially the New Methodiſts, Amyralaus, Baromus, 
Strangins, Le Blanc, and others among themſelves in this point 
touching Gods efficacious concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin, 
as that it is very difficult for us to forme commun principes or 
Hypotheſes wherein they al agree. And albeit they generally 
agree in their oppoſing our Hypotheſis, touching Gods imme. 
diate predeterminative concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of acti- 
ons intrinſecally evil, yet they lay down their own Antitheſis 
with ſo much caution, ſuſpenſion, and heſitation of mind, as if 
they were afraid the contrary might prove true. Placens, Trattar. 
de Liber. Arbit. p. 174. cunningly waves the determination of 
the Queſtion, with this modeſt concelement of his mind : Truely 
we, according to the reverence we have towards the finite Majeſtie of 
God, dare not define what the Dependence of the ſecond cauſe on the 
firſt 
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Chap. 2. Their differences about Gods Preſcience, 


rt 5s ; It ſufficeth us , chat roo much dependence cannot be aſſerted, 
provided that it doth not aſperſe God with any the leaſt Spot of our firs. 
Which we readily cloſe with , renouncing al ſuch dependence as 
brings the holy God under the imputation of ſin. So Baronizs, 
Metaph. Sett. 8. Diſp. 3. $. 78. pag. 147. having given us the men- 
tion of the Thom/ts previous predeterminative concurſe, namely, 
that the human wil is in al its motions excited by God, and efficaciouſly, 
i. C. irreſi/tzbly moved, firs to att, and then to alt this rather than that, 
before he undertakes the refutation hereof he thus premoniſhes 
us: In the mean while we profeſſe theſe two things : (1) That we do 
much againſt our wil recede from this option , and that becauſe we con- 
ceive ſo honourably of thoſe great men, which are Patrones thereof. (2) 
That we are ready , if - thing may follow from this our Doftrine 
againſt any article of faith, to rejett it, Le Blanc, Concil. Arbitr. 
Hum. Theſ. 55. pag. 438. ſeems to wave the Controverſie; yet 
Theſ. 56. he inclines to the opinion of Srrangins, That God cannot 
phyſically promove and predetermine free cauſes to atts entrinſecally evil, 
without being the Author of ſin. But The. 57. he contelleth , That 
provided God be not made the Author of ſin, the dependence of the ſecond 
cauſes on the firſt in ating cannot be too much aſſerted, &c. And 
Thef. 58. he concludes, That the force and efficace of the Divine pro- 
vidence even about ſinful atts, ts not to be reſtrained to a certain gene- 
ral indifferent concurſe ; but that God doth many ways procure, pro- 
move, dire(t, and moderate ſinful events. So great is the heſitation 
of our Adverſaries. Yea, how frequently do the very ſame per- 
{ons differ from themſelves in their ſentiments about this point ? 
Doth not the ſame perſon ſometimes ſeem to grant an univerſal 
concurſe immediately influencing al natural as, and yet elſe- 
where denie the ſame to ats intrinſecally evil ? And fo in other 
points controverted by us. But the differences of our Opponents 
among themſelves are more palpable and viſible as to the tollow- 
ing Particulars. 


I. They are greatly confuſed and at variance among themſelves as Thcir differences 
to Gods Preſcience of ſinful atts, Al the New Methodilts gene- 1. about Gods 
rally grant Gods certain preſcience of al ſinful a&ts, but yet they PriJczence. 


are at a great difference, yea contradiction among themſelves in 
the ſtating of it. (1) Strangins, bb.z, cap.7. p.594. tels us, That 
among al the modes which are wont to be explicated, that ſeems the moſt 
probable , which 1s taken from the preſence of althings in Eternitie. 
herein he follows the Dominicans, and ſo muſt by conſequence 
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reſolve the futurition of ſin into the wil of God permitting it, 
which overthrows his Hypotheſis. Yet cap. 8. pag. 622. he re- 
ſolves the certaintie of Gods foreknowing future events into the 
mcre Eſſence of God, And pag. 626. he reſolves It sto the attions 
themſelves and their determinate cauſes. Laſtly, cap. 10. pag. 646. 
he in down right termes confelleth, Thar the ſcience of future ſins 
zs referred to the ſcience of Viſion. Which is al that we contend 
for , and that which neceſſarily reſolves Gods preſcicnce of ſin, 
into the att of his wil permitting it. Some of our Opponents re- 
ſolve Gods certain preſcience of tin into the znfinitude of his ſcience, 
Thus Le Blanc Dc Concord. Livert. p 444. Theſ.39. As for the fourth 
ep:nion, which ſecketh the certitude of Divine preſcience in the infinitie 
of the Divine Intelleft , and in the determinate veritie of thoſe things 
which are contingently future, it l1yeth down nothing but what 1: certain 
end indubitate, Yet The. 40. he confelleth , That thes opinion doth 
rot ſatisfie the Queſtion , nor take away the principal difficultte. For 
that which is here moſt difficult to be underſtood 1s , how future contin- 
cents do from Eternitie paſſe from mere poſſibles into the nature of ſu- 
rutes, that ſo under that reaſon they may be perceived by God, Which 
knot he endeavors to untie, by telling us, that the ps cauſes that 
give exiſtence to thmgs fſitire give them alſo their f. turition. But 
this is a very jejune and poor evaiton, as we (tal hereafter ſhew, 
Chap. 5. $.1. (3) Others refer Gods certain preicience of ſin to 
the Jeſuites middle ſcience , whereby God forclces, that if the wil 
of man come under ſuch a connexion of cauſes, circumſtances, 
and providential concurrences, the effeft wil certainly follow, 
albeit in itfelf merely contingent. Thus Lud. Crocins, Dyodec. 
Diſſert. Diſſert. 7. where he largely but weakly defends this mid- 
dle ſcience : which Le Blanc, De Concord. Libert . pag. 449. Theſ.26; 
&c. makes to be the opinion of Barons and others. Le Blans 
himſelf, pag. 444. Theſ. 4.2. confeſſeth , That it wants not oveat dif- 
ficultie , how a thing which us ſuppoſed to depend on a cauſe in itſelf inde- 
terminate ſhould be certainly kyowen by the Divine Intelleft : for the 
Drwvine Intelleft although infinite cannot ſee what is not, nor yet change 
the nature of its object. Whence he concludes, Theſ. 43. That ſc- 
ing there 1s ſo much darkneſſe on al ſides , our ſafeſt and moſt ingenuous 
courſe 1s to confeſſe our own ignorance herein, The like ſubterfuge 
Strangius makes uſe of, /. 3. c. 5. p. 576. & c.6. p. 591. with this 
pretexte , That the mode of Divine preſcrtence 18 not r:vVeled im Scri- 


prure, AxFoar refuge indeed ! why then do they fo daringly ſift 
and 


Chap.2. The futurition of ſin. Divine concurſe, 


and prie into the Divine preſcicnce, and draw it down to the mo- 
del of our corrupt reaſon ? We caſily grant, that t'ze mode of D'- 
vine preſcicnce 1s incomprehentible by poor mo: tals, and tl.ere- 
fore can content our ſelves with ſcriptural (efcriptions thereof : 
but this we aſſert, that it is 1impoſlible the Divine preſcience, 
which is in itſelf moſt certain, ſhould depend on the moſt incer- 
tain ambulatory wil of man; and ſo much Scripture and Reaſon 
grounded thereon doth fully demonltrate. 

2, Our Adverſaries differ greatly among themſelves about the 2. The {utwiti- 
ſuturition of ſin, and Gods predefinition thereof. Etrangivs, I.3.C.11, 9% of fin. 
holds, That ſome free atts are abſolutely future, and h;uwen of God as 
ſuch, without any Decree predetermining the free cauſes to tirſe atts : 
and yet he denies, that thoſe free contingent f:ture: can be knowen by 
God according to any Hypotheſis, which aoth not neceſſ2rily infer the 
det crmination of the create wil ; and theuce which doth not wmcl..de 
an abſolute Decree of their futurition, hence it wil follow, that God 
can foreknow no contingent ſinf. | a't as abſolutely frture, bit what he 
firſt decreed to be abſolutely future which yet Srran9is admits not. 
Herein he is oppoſed by Le Banc, De Concord. Livert. pag.45s5. 

3. Our Opponents are alſo at variance among themiclves 3- Dirine Co:;- 
touching Gods concurſe, its immeaiation, totalitie , prioritie, efficace, Curſe, 
and predetermination as to ſonful alts, (1) How many of them in- 
cline to the ſentiments of Dur.-nd:s, denying al immediate con- 
curſe to ſinful afts? And of thoſe that grart immediate concurſe 
in termes, how many yet denie it in realitie ? Among thoſe the 
grant immediate concurſe both name and thing, do not many 
cſpouſe ſuch conſequences as are inconſiſtent therewith, vea re- 
pugnant thereto? (2) Our Adverſaries alſo differ much about 
Gods total particul.zr concurſe to the ſubltrate mater or entitative 
act of ſin. Some grant a roral concurie to the phylic cntitative 
att in the general, but not in particular :; others grant a total 
concurſe to the entitative act in particular, abltraCting the refe. 
rence it has to its object : Thus Srrargins, lib.2. cop. 3. who grants, 
that God doth concur by a ſpccia £or.c);rſe to the ſpecial rffeits as they 
are ſpecifically diſtinguiſhed nut morally but pl.y/ically 5, which is al 
that we contend for : Others, on the contrary, make Gods con- 

curſe to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin only partial and zenere!, allert- 
ing with Mclina, Part. 1. q. 14.4. 3. Diſþ. 6. That God t50zly a Pas - 
ttal canſe of the entitative at of ſin : So a Divinz of name among 
us z yca he alerts, that God never totally permits frr, (3) Ours 
(Yppo- 
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Opponents differ alſo among themſelves touching the Prior;. 
tic of Gods concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin. Some grant 
Gods concurſe hereto previous, though not predeterminative ; fo 
Strangius : but others make it to be only ſwmultaneo:rs;, aſſerting, 
that God concurs with the wil of man in the ſame moment of 
nature and reaſon, to the ſame alt. So Baromuns, wherein he alſy 
follows L:d. Molina and the Arminians, (4) Laſtly, the princi- 
pal difference among our Adverfaries is about the Efficacitie and 
Predctermination of Divine concurſe as to the ſubſtrate mater of 
ſin. Some make the concurſe of God to be only gexeral and in- 
different, and ſo determinable by the ſecond cauſe, as the influence 
ot the Sun is by the mater it workes upon. Thus Barons, Meta. 
phyſ. Sect. 8. Diſput. 3. $. 73, 742 75- P48. 142, &Cc. where he makes 
Gods concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of ſ:nful atts to be the ſame with 
that of the Sun concurring to the generation of a man or horſe, Where. 
in he follows the Remonltrants and Jeluites, more particularly 
Molina, Concord. Liber, Arbitr, cum Grat, donis, Cc, Queſt, 14, 


Diſput, 26. Thus a reverend Divine of name among our ſelves | 
openly allerts, that Gods concurſe us determinable by the creature, | 


But Strangins, albeit he too far fals in with the ſentiments of Ba- 
ronius againſt predetermination; yet he rejects this Hypotheſis 
of a general indiflerent concurſe as too groſle and Pelagian. So 
1.2.c.3.p.154-. We ſay not therefore , that God concurs only by a gene. 
ral concurſe, as the Sun concurs in the ſame manner to the generation 
of a man, and of an horſe, and of a mouſe ;, but we determine, that the 
influxe of God is ſpecial to ſpecial effetts , as they are phyſically diſtin- 
giſhed ſpecie, and unto al kind of entitie, but not to the reaſon of mo- 
ral iniquitie, which conſiſtes in privation. Strangius here ſeems to 
oppoſe Baronius's Hypotheſis touching a general indifferent con- 
curſe ; but yet, I muſt confeſſe , upon a more accurate reſearch 
I cannot find that he differs materially from Baronixs herein : for 
although /. 1. c.11. p.61. he cals this concurſe Wigyear, efficace, yet 
he makes it be but commun, and no way determinative, and there- 
fore only indifferent. The like 1. 2. c. 19. p. 373. And Iam very 
poſitive in this, that no man living can rationally exemt them. 
{elves from the imputation of the Jeſuites indifferent concurſe, 
and aſſert an efficacious ſpecial concurſe , but what is determina- 
tive as to the ſubject it workes on. And thence Le Blanc, Concil. 
Avbitr. part. 3. theſ. 36. p. 434. confeſſeth , That Strangius's ops- 
nion as to this point differs but little from that of Baronius. Laſtly, 
Bare. 
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Chap.2. Gods permiſſion of ſix. The nature of ſin. 


Baronins denies al predetermimnation both as to good and evil ations; 
as Metaph. Sett. 8. Diſpur. 3. $. 78, &c. p. 146. Strange allows 

redet crmination to al atts moral y thourh but imper ſettly £00d, and to 
many other atts of the wil, wherſocver God pleaſah, or necd requireth 

et he denics it to al alts of the creatirres, ſpecially to ſuch as are in- 
trinſecally evil, as lib. 2. cap. 4. pag. 162. and clſewhere, Herein 
he is followed by ſome Divines of note among our ſelves, who I 
am very confident wil never be able to maintain their ſingular 
Hypotheſis, but wil at laſt be driven to the opinion of Baromus, 
the Remonſtrants , and Jeſvuites, or clſe ſal under the lode of al 
thoſe black conſequences they clog our Hypotheſis with; of which 


hereafter, Chap. 5. $.4. 


39 


4. Our Adverfaries differ much among themſelves about Gear ,. Gods Dermik 
permiſſion of ſin, its nature and efficace. (1) A Divine of repute ſon of ſir» 


among our ſelves aſſertet' r1at xo act of ſin, no not the attive ſelling 
of Joſeph, or erucifying of Chriſt was willed by God; but only the paſ- 
ſrve vendition and cr1cifixion or effec ;, yea he faith, That God 
doth not wil ſin as a puniſhment ':: : proper ſenſe : but others allow, 
that God wils the atts of ſin as penal , or conducib/e to bis own glorie, 
thourh not as ſinful atts. Thus Strangius, l. 4. c. 2. p.773. where 
having refuted that diſtintion (at i:it framed by Be!larmine, and 
of late reaſſumed by a Divine of great name among our ſelves) 
of ative and paſſrve venaition and crucifixion , he concludes thus : 
Therefore here was not an otisje or idle permiſſion , but an efficas 
operation in the ſelling of Joſeph , which is more orthodoxe and 
conſiſtent with itſelf, than the former Hypotheſis which ſeems to 
be contradictory to itſelf, as hereafter, Chap. 3. $. 2. (2) Some 
of our Opponents aſſert , Goc's permiſſion of ſin to be altogether 
incfficacious, yea idle and nnactive : but others atlow it an cfh- 
cace, and energie for the limiting, directing, and ordering of ſin- 
ful acts to their proper cnds ; albeit not about the act itſelf; 
which I conceive no better than a modeſt contradiction : for how 
can Gods permiſſion limit, direct, and order ſinful acts, but by in- 
fluencing the very aCt itſelf materially conſidered ? S2e more of 


this, Chap. 5. $.6. 


5. Our Adverſaries alſo differ greatly among themſelves about g The natune 6 
the Nature of ſin, its formal Reaſon, tc. Some, and thoſe of no ſin. 


ſmal repute among our ſelves , hold ſin, asto its formal reaſon, to 
be a poſitive real Being - which indeed is molt agreable to their 
Hypotheſis touching acts intrinſecally evil, which they denie to be 
as 


wherein we differ from the new Methodiſts. Book IM. 


as to their ſubſtrate mater or entitative act from God, I muſt 
confe{le this opinion would carry ſomewhat of probabilitie with 
it, if we could with the Manichces hold two firſt Principes or 
Cauſcs, one of goed, the cther of evil ; but for us that aſſert but one 
{\:{t Cauſe of al create poſitive Beings, I cannot imagine how any 
can maintain this Hypotheſis of the poſirivitre of ſein, without ma. 
king God the Author of fin, or making mans corrupt wil inde- 
pendent, and ſo the firſt cauſe of a real poſitive act. Thercfore 
Strangins, lib. 1. cap. 13. to avoid theſe black conſequences ſtrong. 
ly argucs, with the Octhodoxe, that the formal reaſon of ſin conſiſtu 
in privation. But withal we are here to note, that this Hypothe. 
ſis utterly oyerthrows his other Hypotheſis touching acts intrin. 
ſecally evil, which he denies to be from God as to their ſubſtrate 
mater ; of which more hereafter, Chap. 5. $. 5. 

There are other points of moment wherein our Antagonilts 
vifter among, themſelves , as wel as fromus; namely, touching 
the natural or moral libertie of the wil , natural impoſſibil3tie and poſſ- 
bilitie, Gods decretive and approbative wil, of which before Chap. 1, 
And indeed we nced no way wonder, that our Adverſaries thus 
difter among themſelves , ſithat their Hypotheſis 1s liable to fo 
many inconliſtences and contradictions: for how is it poſlible, 
that they ſhould agree among themlielves, when as their principal 
Hypotheſis is ſo diſagreeing from itſelf ? But more of this when 
we come to the demonltrative part, Cap. 5. 

dif» $. 3. We procede now to ſhew , Wi erein we differ from thoſe f  «: 
3w the new methed, Strangius , Baronius, Le Blanc, and others, about þh 
Gods concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin. Immediately on theſW a 
breaking up of the Synod of Dorr, wherein the Antitheſes and ſen-W 5: 
timents of the Arminians were ſo ſtrongly and fully retuted, there p. 
ſprang up ſome Divines, who gave their aſſent and conſent to theſW A 
Canons cf the ſaid Synod, but yet contrived a new method , ſpe-M v' 
cially as to :wniverſul Grace, Reprobation, and Gods concurſe to the ſub W th 
ſtrate mater of ſin, in order to a coalition with the Arminian par. W # 
tie, as we ſhal hereafter demonſtrate. And the principal Agent, W oz 
who undertook the new modelling this laſt head, was Strang; fa 
which he has copioſcly treated of, according to the new method, © tit 
in his Book, De Yoluntate + Atiombus Det circa peccatum : whoſe i cx 
ſentiments we are to examine in what follows; but at preſent 
we ſhal only lay down in ſcveral Propoſitions wherein we differ  c« 
from him , and thoſe who follow his method in the ſtating Gods | A 
Concurſe to the matcr of ſin, We aſſert, 1, Prop. 


Chap. 2. As t0 Gods Decrees, E+c. 


1. Prop. God has an abſolute efficacious Decree about the ſubſtrate 1. As to Gods 
mater or entitative aft of al ſin. This Propoſition Strangins, lib. 3. Pirrees. 


cap. 2. pag. 547- grants to be true in althings but ſin, ſpecially the 
firlt ſin, and ſuch aCts as are intrinſecally evil : which ſufficiently 
proves our Propoſition ; for we ſay and are ready todemonſtrate, 
that the ſubſtrate mater or entitative act whereto ſin is annexed, 
is not in itſelf or its natural entitie ſinful, but naturally good. 
What there is of ſin annexed to it ariſeth from irs moral eſtima- 
tion and relation to the Law of God violated thereby : in which 
regard we peremptorily denie that it is from God, Yea Stran- 
gius, lib. 3. cap. 4+ pag. 569. grants, That God # the cauſe of the att, 
though he doth not abſolutely predeſtine or decree the ſame - and then 
to that objeQion of Alvarez, That the Divine preordination and 
eternal predefinition extendes itſelf to al thoſe things unto which the cau- 
ſalitie and efficience of God extendes , he replies, That God decrees 
althings either abſolutely or reſpettvely. But this is a very poor Pe- 
lagian evaſion : for reſpef:ve or conditional Decrees are every way 
unbecoming the Divine perfections of God, as our Divines, partl- 
cularly Davenant Animadverſ.” againſt Hoard, pag. 226. have pro- 
ved againſt the Arminians. Laltly, Serangizs, bb. 3. cap. 5.p.576. 
denies, That God decrees al ſins , ſpecially the firſt ſin : which we 
ſhal in its place endeavor to prove , with the ſolution of his obje- 
(tions againſt it. Hence, 


2. Prop. The Decree of God gwoes fauturition to the ſubſtrate mater 2, The Futiyie 
er material entitative att whereunto ſin is annexed, The Antitheſis tion of ſn. 


hereto is defended by Strangins, bb. 3. cap.5. pag. 585. where he 
affirmes, That it is not repugnant to the nature of God, or of the thing 
iſelf, that ſomething be future, which God has not predefined. $0 c. g. 
p. 628. he denies, that God hath decreed al futures, namely the fal of 
Adam, or the ſin againſt the Holy Ghoſt, This Propoſition is allo 
violently impugned by Le Blaxc, de Concord. Libert. Hum. par. 1. 
theſ. 55, &c. But ſpecially I can no way approve of what Twiſle doth 
in many places aſſert, That the Decree of God and his wil is the ſole and 
only cauſe of the futurition of every event. And he inſtanceth in the 
fal of Adam and the Angels. His Arguments againſt the futuri- 
tion of the ſubſtrate mater of ſin from the Decree of God, we ſial 
examine in what follows, (Þap. 5. $. 1. 


3. Prop. The permiſſive Decree of God about ſin is not idle but effi- 3. Gods prrn:4;- 
cacious. This Propoſition is oppoſed by Strang, 1.3. c. 2.p.556. [Foe Decree. 


Neuber do we grant, what ſome aſfirme , that the permiſſrue —_— 
G Goda, 


God; preſcience of ſin, &c. Book UI. 
14, whereby he permits al ſin, is efficacious, albeit not effettvwve. For 
fo the fal of Adam and al other fins ſrould procede from the efficace of 
the Divine Diecree : which is an hard ſaying. Neither «5 that leſſe 
hard, which ſome affirme , that God hath abſolutely decreed, that men 
do not more good than what they do , and omit not more evil than 
what they omit, This Hypothelis is ſo far from being hard, as that 
I conceive Strangins's oppoſite perſuaſion is moſt dangerous and 
deſtructive of the Divine Decrees, as we ſhal ſhew in its place, 
Yea Srranrius himſelf, in what follows, pag. 557- grants what 
Lombard, lib.1. diſt 47. aſſertes, namely, that the wil of God is alway: 
efficacious, &C. 
4 Gods preſci- 4. Prop. Gods Preſcience of things ſuture, and particularly of atts 
ence of {its whereto ſin ts annexed is founded on his Decrees. Thus Hilarie, de 
Trin, l:b. 9g. What God decreed to do, thoſe things he knows in his wil, 
This ſentence of Hilarie Strangins, lib. 3. cap. 5. paz. $76. OWNES as 
orthodox, but yet denics, that the abſolute Decree of God 15 the rea- 
fon of knowing althings. So Le Blanc, de Concord. Libert. par. 1, 
theſ. 13. I ſee noreaſon, why we ſhould denie unto God the knowledge of 
thoſe things which are freely ſuture under a certain condition, albert in 
that condition there be not included a decree of prevetermining the free 
cauſe to this or that. But Scotus and his followers fully etpouſe our 
Hypothelis, aflerting, That God certainly knows al future contin- 
gents, becauſe his Divine Eſſence , which is the reaſon of knowing, re- 
preſentes to the Divine Intellett the thing determinately future from 
the determination of his own wil. And then as to the preſcience of 
{in, they hold, That albeit God doth not predefine ſins as ſuch, yet he 
predefines the permiſſion of ſins, in which he knows them to be future, 
Which is orthodox, and that which we ſhal demonſtrate here- 
after, Chap. 5. 6. 2. 
%. Divine Pre- $- Prop. It belongs to the Perfettion of Gods wil and providence to 
determination. predefine and predetermine al the free alt of the wil, This predefini- 
tion and predetermination as to gratioſe atts Strangims, hb, 2. c.8, 
p. 188. and the reſt of the new Methodiſts, excepting Baromus, 
grant; but they denie it as to the Fal of «Adam and other atts in. 
trinſecally evil. So Strangins, liv. 3. cap. 4. pag. 568. But if ut be 
faid, that God predefined and predetermined that Adam ſhould at that 
very time eat, abſtratting from the objett which he d:1 eat of, that can- 
not be. Then he gives his reafons, why God could not predefine 
and predetermine eAdam to the adt of cating, abſtrafting it from 
the retereace it has to its object. And then he addes: Aoreover 
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we denie, that it belongs to the Perfeftion of God or of Divine Provi- 
dence, that he abſolutely predefine al frce aits, and predetermin the 


Wil unto them. Ihe Arguments he urgeth for this his Antitheſis 


we ſhal endeavor to ſolve, and demonſtrate our own hypotheſis 
in its due place, Chap. 6.$. 1. 

6. Prop. Gods predefinition of and predetermination to the ſubſtrate 
mater of ſinful Acts deſtroys not their Libertie. Strangins and his 
Settators grant, That Predefinition and Predetermination deſtroyes 
not that Libertie which is eſſential to the Wil, but only that which 
confiſtes m Indifference. So Strangins, l. 3. c. 14. p. 681, 682, 683, 
685, 686. and c, 16. p. 711, But how frivolous this opinion is, 
and how unapt to ſerve the deſigne for which it was coined, we 
have already intimated, c. 1. g. 3. and intend more fully to de- 
monſtrate, Chap. 6. g. 5. 

7, Prop. Predefinition in the divine Decree and Predetermination 
in time of thoſe entitatrve Afts whereunto ſin is annexed, do not make 
God the Author of Sin. This is the principal point in controverſie, 
the Antitheſis whereof is ſtrongly urged, though weakly de- 
fended by our Opponents. Thus Srrangue, |. 3.c.2. p. $48. But 
I judge it no way conſent aneous to the natural ſanttitie of God, that he 
wil and decree ſin to be, the vitioſitie to exiſt, and that he predefine 
ſuch atts, whereunto the vitioſitie 1s neceſſarily annexed, ſpecially the 
Pal of the evil Angels and our firſt Parents, from whence al ſins ſprang. 
So c. 5. p. 579. Whether it be ſaid from thepermiſſion, or from the 
Decree of God permitting, or from the attion of which God is the cauſe, 
that ſin 1s neceſſarily inferred, truely the neceſſity of ſinning is aſeri- 
bedto God as the Author ; namely becauſe he decreed and cauſed that 
from which ſin neceſſarily follows. The like p. 587. Neither hath 
God predetermined the wil of Adam to the very att of eating the for- 
bidden fruit, which yet as to its entitie 1s reduced to God as the firſt 
cauſe : neither was that att or its vitioſitie neceſſarily inferred from 
the permiſſion of God. That this Antitheſis of Srrangius and his 
Setators is molt falſe, and our Hypotheſis molt true, it remains 
on us todemonſtrate, Chap. 5. 

Thus we have given the true and ful ſtate of our Controverſie ; 
which by reaſon of the ſubtile evaſions and ſubterfuges of our 
Adverſaries lies under ſo much obſcuritie aad confuſion : and in- 
deed it is to me a deplorable caſe, and that which argues mens 
difidence of the merits of their cauſe, that they contend with 
ſo much paſlionate vehemence for their own Phenomena, and yet 
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never explicate the termes, or ſtate the Queſtion in controverſie. 
[ have thereby given the Reader as wel as my ſelf the more 
trouble in this part of our Province, that ſo what follows may be 
the more facile both for him and me. 


CHAP. III, 
Scriptural Demonſtrations of our Hypotheſis, 


Scriptural Demonſtration, (1) That God is the firſt Cauſe of al na- 
tural Altions and Things, Eſa. 26. 12, Rom. 11. 36. Eph. 1. 11, 
Pſal. 33. 15. Prov. 21.1. Act. 17,28. Jam. 4.15. (2) That 
God doth predetermine natural attions to which ſin 6s annexed, 
[1 ] Joſeph's vendition, Gen. 45. 5, 7, 8. Gen. 50. 20, Acts 
7.9. | 2] The Crucifixion-of Chriſt, Mat. 26. 24. Luke 22. 22, 
Tohn 19. 10, 11. Acts 2.23. & 4. 28. Our Adverſaries Eva. 
ſrons taken off. (3, That God makes uſe of wicked Inſtruments 
to puniſh his People, Eſa. 10. 5,6. Jer. 16. 16, Pal. 105, 25 
Job I. 21. (4) God's immediate hand in the Att of Sin, 2 Sam, 
12, 11, & 16, 22. 2.Sam. 16. 10, 11. & 24.1. 1 Kings 11, 
31,37. & 12, 15, 24. 2 Kings 9. 3, & 10. 30, 1 Kings 22; 
23. Rev. 17.17. (5) Gods efficacious permiſſion of Sin, 1 Sam. ll tt 
2. 25. Job 12. 16, 17, 20. (6) Gods judicial hardening Sin- Y of 
mers, Plal. 81.12. & 69g. 22—27. Rom. 11, 10. Eſa. 6. 10, n3 
& 29. 10. & 19. 11— 14. & 44. 18, 19. & 60. 2, Rom. 1. A 
28. 2 Theſl. 2.11. The nature of Fudicial Induration in fox Pro. Y en 
poſitions. (7) Gods ordering Sin for his glorie, Exod. 9g. 14—16, WY r1 
Rom. g. 17, 18. Prov, 16, 4. Rom. 9. 21, 22, 1Pct. 2,8. hir 


FJ wins explicated the termes relating to and given the ge- I Th 
nuine ſtate of our Hypotheſis, namely, That God doth, by "ca 
«1 efficacious power and influence, move and predetermine men to al i fur: 

their natural attions, even ſuch as have ſin appendent to them , we | thei 

now procede to the Demonſtration hereof. And becauſe al de. KY cnti 

: monſtration muſt: be grounded on ſome firſt principes, which I att 
give evidence, firmitude and force thereto; and there are no MW enti 

proper principes of Faith and Theologie,. but what are originally I 5epl 

in 
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in the Scriptures, we are therefore to begin our Demonſtration Scripta! De- 

with Scriptural Arguments, which we ſhalreduce to theſe ſeven 9##r4tons. 

heads. (1) Sxch Scriptures wherein it 1; univerſally affirmed, that 

God 5s the firſt Cauſe of al natural aftions and things, and more par- 

ticularly of al even the moſt contingent atts of mans Wil. (2) Such 

Scriptures 4s direttly demonſtrate, That God doth predefine, prede- 

termine, and foreordain ſuch natural attions whereunto ſin is neceſſa- 

rily annexed. (3) Such Scriptures wherein God u ſaid to maky uſo 

of wicked Inſtruments for the puniſhment of his People, in ſuch a way 

wherein they could not but contralt guilt. (4) Such Scriptures 4s 

mention Gods own immediate hand m thoſe atts whereunto ſin u ap- 

pendent. (5) Such Scriptures as mention Gods efficacious permiſſion 

a- of ſome to ſin. (6) Such Scriptures as demonſtrate Gods piving up 

1. WH ſome to judicial Occecation and Obduration. (7) Such as clearly 

at evince Gods ordering and diſpoſing the Sins of men for his own Glo- 

d. rae. 

ts $.'1. We fhal begin our Scriptural Demonſtration with ſech 1- God the fr 

2, Texts as univerſally affirme, That God 5s the firſt cauſe of al natu. ©4% of al na 

- WM ral Aftions and Things, and more particularly, of al even the moſt —_— 

ts Wl contingent afts of mans Wil, 1. The Scriptures that ſpeak,God to be _ 

the firſt (auſe of al natural Aftions and Things, axe many and great: 

we ſhal mention ſome; as, -Eſz. 26. 12. Thou baſt wrought al our Efa. 26. 12. . 

works in u', Or for us. This Text is urged by Strangine, p. 54. to 

prove Gods immediate concurſe to al actions of the creature, 

though it doth in a more peculiar manner regard the deliverance 

of the Church ; wherein God predetermines and over-rules ma- 

ny actions of wicked men, which have much ſinannexed to them. 

Apain, this univerſal prime Cauſalitie of God efficaciouſly influ- 

encing al natural Acts and Effects is apparently expreſſed Rom. gm, tz. 25, 

11, 36. For of him, and through him, and to him are althings. Of : 

him, as he frames althings ; By him, as he operates in and coope- 

rates with althings ; and for him, as the final cauſe of althings. 

Thus Gods weavers wigyna, multiforme encrgie, As (yril [tiles it, Ld 

, reacheth al manner of Natural actions and effects : and if fo, then 6 

:/ © furely ſuch natural entitative Actions as have ſin annexed to 5 

them. Is there any ſin fo intrinſecally evil, which has not ſome - R 

entitative aCt or ſubject as the ſubitrate mater thereof? And if 

things are of God, and by him, and for him, muſt not alfo the /, 

entitative aCt of fins intrinſecally evil be ſo? Strancins, p. 342, /&- + _ " 

replies thus: Althat God workes muſt teud to hisGlorie : But what. '® ," © / ©} 
OY \ 
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Glorie redaunds to God from thoſe Attions of hatred of God, blaſphe- 
mie ? &c, A ſtrange replic indeed fora Divine to maze. (1) Way 
there not much Hatred of God, and Blaſphemie in tie cruci- 
fying of Chriſt? And yet. was there any action more conducing 
to the glorie of God than this? Yea, (2) Doth not Strangin 
himſelf, and thoſe of his partie grant, that God azretts, diſpoſerh, 
and over-rules al ſinful acts, even ſuch as are intrinſecally evil, fo 
as that they conduce to his glorie? And how can God direQ, 
diſpoſe, and over-rule them, unleſs he concur, yea precetermine 
the Wil to the entitative act? Again Srranows, p. 561. anſwers 
to this Text thus: None that is orthodoxe ever extended theſe word; 
ro ſins, as if ſinswere of God, by God, and for kim, 8c. [17] Nei- 
ther do we extend theſe words to ſins formally conſidered : 
#27] But muſt. we thence neceſſarily conclude, that the entita. 
tive at, whereto fin is only accidentally appendent, is not from 
God, nor by him, nor for him? Yea, [3 ] May we not fay with 
Divines, that ſin formally conſidered, although it be not of God 
and by him as an Efficient, yet it is for him, 1. e. conducing to his 
Glorie, as wiſely ordered and over-ruled contrary to the intent 
of the ſinner ? Thus much euzuſts: once and again inculcates, 
as De Geneſ. ad liter. lib. Imperfefto, Cap. . * For God ts not the 
Author of our ſins, yet he is the Ordinator of them, &c, And thus 
much indeed Strangzxs, p. 860. confelleth, 

Another Text that evidently and invincibly demonſtrates Gods 
eſficacious predeterminative Concurſe to al natural as wel as ſu. 
pernatural Actions and Effects is, &pheſ. 1. 11. Who worketh al- 
things after the counſel of his own wil, We find three particulars 
in this Texte which greatly conduce to explicate and demon- 
ſtrate Gods efficacious Concurſe to al Actions, and particularly 
to the ſubſtrate mater of ſinful afts. (1) We may conſider the 
objeCt, althings, i.e. whatever is clothed with the Notion and 
Idea of real poſitive enritie : althings mult be here taken diſtri- 
butively into al ſingulars: there is no Being, that partakes of 
real entitie but is wrought by God. (2) Here is to be conſi- 
dered, the «A, irgyorrC@r, who worketh energetically, Or effica 
ciouſly : for ingyov ſignifies to work with an invincible cfhcace; 
and thence it is oft joined with-words denoting infinite power 
and activitie, as before, c. 1.$.6. It notes here Gods efficacious 
predeterminative Concurſe, working in and with althings, ac- 
cording to their natural propenſions. Thence (3) follows the 

original 
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original principe of this predcterminative efficacious operation, 
x7 7ho ſeal 54 Foannuer@ avryy according to the comſel of his 
own wil, Wrich notes, that Gods cfficacious predeterminative 
wil is the ſupreme and firſt cauſe of althings : there is no execu- 
tive power in God diſtin&t from his Wil : his Concurſe in regard 
of its ative attingence is no more than his ſimple volition : ſo 
that divine Predetermination is the ſame with divine Predefi- 
nition, as we have largely demonltrated, Court Gent. P. 4.c. 7. 
$. 3. Whence alſo it follows, that Gods working althings according 
to the cowiſel of his wil, has one and the ſame Idea with his pre- 
determining al actions and cfteCts, even ſuch as have ſin appen- 
dent tothem. Srrangine, p. 560. replies tothe Argument drawen 
from this Text thus: From this place nothing more can be colletted, 
than that God has decreed thoſe things that he worketh : as it ts cer- 
tain, that God hath decreed notking which he doth not execute —— 
not that God worketh ſins, &c. [_1] This Text ſpeaks more 
than what Strangins allows It to ſpeake, namely, that God has 
not only decreed thoſe things that he worketh, but alſo that he 
works by his Decree, or omnipotent Volition : for we owne no 
other executive power in God but his divine Wil, as Scotus, 
Bradwardine, and ſome of the greateſt Scholaſtic Theologues de- 
monſtrate. [2] Who faith, that Tod worketh Sins? ſurely 
none but eAarcion or Manes, or ſuch as hold Sin to be a poſi- 
tive real Being. [3] But yet we do with the Orthodoxe af- 
firme and prove from this Scripture, that God worketh that en- 
titative natural Act, whereunto lin is appendent : for otherwiſe, 
how can he be ſaid to worke althings ? Is this good ſenſe or 
Logic, to ſay, God workes althings, not only according to their 
eneric or ſpecific diſtribution, but alſo according to their di- 
Fribution into each ſingular, (for ſo the Syncategoreme Al is 
here taken) but yet he worketh not al ſingular entities, namely 
the ſubſtrate mater of Sin? Doth this amount to leſs than a 
down-right contradiction ? He workes aithings, but yet doth 
not worke althings? What Logic orc wit of man can reconcile 
theſe Notions ? 

2, Unto our firſt Head we may alſo reduce ſuch Scriptures, as 
ina more particular manner mention Gods efficacious predeter- 
minative concurſe to al human actions and effects, even ſuch as 
are moſt contingent and dependent on the ambulatory wil of 


man, Thus Pſal. 33. 15. He faſhioneth their hearts alike : he con- pg, TT 


ſraereth 


fidereth al their works, V$VN, who faſhioneth, formeth, frameth, ay 
the Potter doth his clay : it notes not only , yea not 1o much the 
firſt Creation of the human Soul, as its actual figments, frames, ima. 
einations and thoughts : this is evident from the ſcope and contex. 
ture of the words : for what is the Plalmiſts intent and under. 
rakement, but to demonſtrate Gods infinite preſcience, and its 
perfe&t comprehenſion of al the hgments , frames, thoughts, in- 
rentions, and affeCtions of the heart, as verſ. 13, 14? And how 
doth he prove this? Why, becauſe he faſhioneth their hearts alike, 
5. e. puts al the firſt thoughts, inclinations, intentions and move. 
ments of the heart into what forme, frame, or faſhion he plea- 
ſcth. There is alſo a great Emphale and ſignificance in that 
terme IN?, which we render alike, but may be as properly rendred 
together, as it is by the Latine ſimu ;, neither is it to be referred to 
the Verbe frameth, but to the object Hearts - and fo it notes an 
uvniverſalitic diſtributive into al ſingulars, without the leaſt ex. 
ception of any. And then the ſenſe wil be ; who faſhonerh, form 
eth, or frameth the hearts of al mankind in al their very firlt moti. 
ons, conceptions , imaginations, reſolutians, end, intereſts, con. 
trivements, cbullitions, affections, proſecutions, and fruitions, or 
other actions whatioever. Whence he addes, He conſidereth al 
their works : what works doth he mean ? Surely not only the works 
and labors of mens hands, but alſo the workings, movements, and 
figments of their hearts : and how can God conſider them, if he 
dd not forme, frame and faſhion them? Yea, there yet lies a 
deeper notion in the coherence of theſe parts; namely, that Gods 
forming , framing and faſhioning the hearts of al men is the 
ground and cauſe of his conſidering their works: For how God 
can perfectly conſiderand know the works of mens hearts, unleſſe 
he be the former, framer, and faſhoner of them al, as to their real 
entitative as, al the wit of man can never deviſe or make clear 
unto us. So that Gods Science of Viſton , or Preſcience as to the 
figments of mans hcart ariſeth from this, that God is the framer, 
former , and faſhioner of mens hearts and al their natural move- 
ments; which alſo implies his predefinition and predetermina- 
tion of mans heart and al its firſt motions, inclinations, and affe. 
Ctions. So then to forme and ſum up our Argument from this 
Text : Doth God indced faſhion, forme and frame the hearts of 
al men in al their natural motions, imaginations, and affections ? 
And may we without apparent contradiction to the light of Kd 
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Text exclude the entitative adts of any fins, though never ſo 
intrinſecally evil ? What is this but to exclude the far greateſt 
part of human acts from being formed and framed by God ? Or 
how Can the omniſcient God conlider al the works of mens 
hearts, if he be not the former and faſhioner of themal, as to 
their natural entitie ? I muſt confeſle the validitie of this argyu- 
ment from Gods preſcience is to me ſo firme and great, as that 
ſhould it be baffled, I ſee no way left, but to turne Socinian, and fo 
ro denie the certaintie of Gods preſcience as tothe contimgent ima- 
oinations of mans heart, which implies much Atheiſme. 
© Another Text that proves Gods efficacious and predetermina- 
tive Concurſe as to al human acts is Prov, 21, 1. The Kings heart ts 
in the hand of the Lord, as the rivers of water ; he turneth u whither- 
ſfoever he wil, (1) He mentions the Kings beart, as the meaſure of 
al other mens ; becauſe Kings generally have a greater Soverain- 
tie and Dominion over their own hearts, than other men : if an 
mens hearts may plead the privilege of exemtion from Gods efh- 
cacious predeterminative Concurſe, ſurely Kings may , ſpecially 
ſuch as Solomon was , who obtained from God ſuch an amplitude 
of Soul, and ſelf-Dominion : yet he grants, that the Kings heart 
was not exemted therefrom. (2) By the Heart we muſt under- 
ſtand, according to the Hebraic mode, the whole ſoul, and al its 
movements, imaginations, ratiocinations, contrivements , Pur- 
poſes, and undertakements. (3) 1: the hand of the Lord: 1.e. 
under his efficacious predeterminative influxe or concurſe. The 
Hand being the inſtrument of our moſt potent operations, it's 
uſually put in Scripture for the energetic, potent and predeter- 
minative Concurſe of God : So Hab. 3.4. He (+. e. Chriſt whoſe 
brightneſſe was as the light?) had hornes, [5.e. beams, as IP notes] 
coming out of his hands [s. e. moſt potent wil, the ſpring of al his 
efficacious operations : whence it follows] and there was the hiding 
of his power, 1. e. his molt potent efficacious predeterminative con- 
curſe by hid in the beams irradiated from his omnipotent hand 
or wil. So AF. 11.21. e<Andthe hand of the Lord was with them, 
;.e, the efficacious predeterminative power of Divine Grace the 
hand being the inſtrument whereby man exertes and puts forth 
his power. So Solomon ſaying , That the hearts of Kings are in the 
hand of God, it mult be underſtood of Gods puiflant predetermina. 
tive Concurſe, whereby he applies the heart to its aCts, conduceth 
and guideth it therein, and determineth it as he pleaſeth. So it 
H follows, 
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follows, (4) As the rivers of waters , he turneth it whitherſoever he 
wil, How eaſe 1s it by Aquadutts to turne waters this or that way 
as men pleaſe? And is it not infinitely more facile for the wile 
omnipontent God, to turne the hearts of men, and al their natu- 
ral conceptions, products, and iſſues which way he liſtes ? Al this 
may be evinced from Srrangins's glolle on this Text, bb. 1. cap. g., 
pag. 50. where having given us the mention of Gods preſerving 
and direCting the wils of men even in evil aftions, he addes a 
third and more ſpecial mode of Divine influence , whereby God 
doth bend, impel, and incline human wils which way he pleaſe , not by 
proper compulſion, but by ſweet inſþiration and motion : For albeut God 
doth never take away that libertie which ts eſſextial to the wil , yet he 
doth at times, and when he pleaſe, efficaciouſly move and wmpel the wilz 
of men : and what Solomon predicates of the Kings heart, Prov.21. 1, 
that very ſame may , 0n a greater account , be affirmed of the heart of 
every man. $0 Auguſtin, de Grat. & Liber. Arbitr. cap. 20. If the 
Scripture be diligently inſpetted, it ſhews, that not only the good wils of 
men, but even the bad are ſo in the power of God, that where he wil and 
when he wil , he cauſeth them to be tnclined, either to performe benefits, 
or to inflitt puniſhments, by a moſt ſecret , yet juſt judgement. So 
again Auguſt. de Corrept. & Grat.cap.6. God hath m his power the 
wils of men, more than they themſelves, without dout having moſt om- 
potent power to incline mens hearts where he pleaſeth. What could 
be ſaid more categorically and poſitively to evince Gods effica- 
cions and predeterminative Concurſe to al the natural products 
and iſſues of mans heart, even ſuch as have intrinfecal evil, as 
they cal it, appendent to them ? Yea, Strangizs, hib.2. cap.7. p.182. 
grants, © That God doth ſometimes efficaciouſly move and pre- 
* determine the wils of men not only to ſupernatural workes , but 
©alfo to natural and civil, as oft as it ſeems good to him, to per- 
*forme certain ends which he has preordained. So Prov. 16. 7. 
He maketh even his enemies to be at peace with bim. And how ſo? 
Surely by over-ruling their hearts even in the ſinful movements. 
Thus he bent and determined the revengefnl mind of Eſax to em 
brace his brother, Gen. 33. So he gained the hearts of the Egy- 
ptians towards the lſraclities, Exod. 11.2, 3. & 12. 35, 36. Thus 
God determined the wil of {yr«s to bring back the Captivitie of 
the Jews, 2 Chron. 36. 22. Ezra 1.1. Thus God bent the mind 
of Darins and Artaxerxes to grant the Jews libertie for the re- 
building the Temple, Ezra 6. 1, &c. & 7. 2. Neb. 2.4. mow 
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dealt with eremy's enemies, Fer. 15. 11. Al theſe predetermi- 
nations even in Civil and natural actions are allowed by Srran- 
gius : whence we argue, That it is impoſiible, but that God ſhould 
predetermine to the ſubſtrate mater of ſinful actions : for al theſe 
aCtions being exerted by wicked men, had nothing of moral or 
ſupernatural good in them, albeit God made uſe of them for the 
ſuccour of his people, yea they were ful of hatred againſt God. 


vi 


To theſe Scriptures we may adde , At, 17.28. For in him we AR, 19, 28. 


live, and move, and have our being. Not only Beg in general, and 
Life, which implies more than ſimple being, but alſo al our move: 
ments Or motions are from God as the prime Motor : which Paul 
demonſtrates out of one of their own Poets : for we are alſo his off- 
ſpring. As if he had ſaid : Do not your own Poets tel you, that we 
are the off-ſpring of God ? Is he not then the firſt Cauſe and Mo- 
tor of al our motions ? Doth not Ariſtotle, Phyſ. 8. alſo ſtrongly 
demonſtrate , That al our natural motions muſt ariſe from one fir#t 
:mmobile Motor * And to whom doth this a_— belong but 
to God ? Muſt not then the ſubſtrate mater of al ſinful motions, 
even ſuch as are intrinſecally evil, be reduced unto God as the 
prime Motor ? 

| ſhal conclude this firſt Head of ſcriptural Arguments with 


Fam. 4. 15. For that ye ought to ſay, If the Lord wil , we ſhal live, Jam. 4, rg. 


and do this or that. There were a number of Free-willers , who 
proudly conceited , that they had an abſolute and plenary domi- 
nion over their own wils and actions; whom Fames rebukes, and 
tels them, they ought to ſay , /f the Lord wil, &c. So that he 
plainly reſolves al the aCts of mans wil into the wil of God, as the 
original Cauſe and Principe. But let us ſee how poorly Srrangins 
ſhifrs off the force of this Argument, bb. 2. cap. 10. pag. 227. he 
ſaith, Who ever underſtood theſe words; if God wil, i.e. if God prede- 
termine my wil to do this or that ? Then he addes his own gloſle : 
But truly nothing more can be underſtood by that condition, IF G O D 
WIL, than this, if God ſhal permit, or wil permit ,as it is elſewhere expli- 
cated, Att, 16. 7. & 1 Cor.16.7. I muſt confeſle I cannot but won- 
der, that a perſon of ſo great reaſon, and under ſo many advan- 
tages and aſliſtances from Divine Revelation, ſhould ſatishe him- 
ſelf with ſo ſlender an evaſion , which not only Reaſon and Scri- 
pture, but even Pagan Philoſophemes contradict. For (1) it is 
moſt evident, that Fames here, (as Luke, AF. 16.7, and Pal, 
Cor, 16, 7.) ſpeakes not of a mere permiſſive wil , but of an efh- 
H 2 Cacious 
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cacious influential concurſe, ariſing from the wil of God , which 
is the alone principe and ſpring of Divine concurſe : for al ations 
both natural, civil, and ſupernatural mult be reſolved into the wil 
of God, as their prime cauſe: ſo that /f God wil here, is the ſame 
with ow © clicwherc, if God concur, if he aſſiſte, if he by his effi 
cacious predeterminative wil, without which we can do nothing, 
concur. And that this is the genuine mind of this Text is molt 
evident by the uſe of this phraſe among the Ancients both Jews 
and Pagans. Benſyra, that ancient Hebrew, Sent. moral. xi. thus 
ſpeakes: Let man never ſay he wil do any thing , before be hath pre- 
faced this, If the Lordwil, 1.e. aſliſte or concur, not permit. So 
among Pagans, Hom. Iliad. þ. verſ. 28. "Axe 340} y* idsa@g, CC. 
The like Demoſth. gia. @- *Av ©a85 Sian, If God wil, But none 
ſpcakes more ſuily to this point tan Plato, Alcibiad. pag. 135. 
Si Dii volunt, where Alctb:ade; demanding , How he oght to ſpeak, touching I 1- 
volentibus DIS, 2,;ye efficacious concurſe, Socrates replies, 4&y @sds i9iay, If God wil: 
Cic. in Offic. nd in his Laches : But I wil do this and come to thee to morrow, 
tay Oeds ihiay, If Godwil. Whence it's evident, that this for- 
mule of ſpeech was ordinary even among the Heathens, as wel as 
Jews and Chriſtians, noting not only a permiſlive or DircCtory, 
but Decretory and predeterminative wil. So the ſame Phraſe 
AQt. 18. 2t-. muſt be underſtood, A. 18. 21. If God wil, and 1 Cor. 4. 19. If 
1 Core 4+ 19+ the Lord wil. Is it polible that theſe Phraſes ſhould be underſtood 
of a mere permiſſive wil ? Do not al mankind need an efficacious 
concurſe and predeterminative wil to conduCt them in al thcir 
affaires? Again, (2) Gods permiſſive wil is either »atzral or 
moral : it cannot he meant. of Gods natural permiſſive wil , be- 
cauſe that regardes.only fin, which there is no mention of in theſe 
Textes, neither is. it neceſſarily included, Neither can it be meant 
of Gods moral permiſſive wil ,. becauſe that was already declared 
and manifeſt in the Laws of God : for al moral permiſſion be- 
longs to Gods Legiſlative wil declared in his word. It remains 
therefore that this phraſe, 7f- God wil, be underſtood of Gods ef: 
cacious wil, whereby al natural motions and fo the cntitative acts 
of ſin are predetermined. 
God doth prede= F, 2. I now deſcend to the Second Head of Scriptural Demon- 
termine natural (trations, namely, That God doth predefine, predetermine, and fore- 
ST ordain ſuch natural aitions whereunto ſin. ts neceſſarily annoxed, | 
' ſhal mention only two Actions, The Selling of oſeph, and the Cru- 
cifixion of, our Lord, whereof. the former was but. a Type - the 
atcr. 
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to which Sin is annexed. 


Chap. 3. 


45. 5» 78. Foſeph laith v. 5. Now therefore be not grieved, nor 
angry with your ſetves, — ſold me hither : for God did ſend me be- 
fore you to preſervelife. Foſeph here has a double aſpect on his Bro- 
thers ſin; the one regards their hand in the fin, which he, out 
of a noble generous principe of fraternal Love, paſſeth by ; the 
other regards the ſpecial hand of Divine Providence in this their 
Sin, which he admires and adores, in that it by an efficacious. 
predeterminative Concurſe brought ſo great a good out of ſo 
great an evil; which no-finite power could do: men may make 
good uſe of what is in it ſelf good, but who can bring ſo great 
good out of 5 great evil, but a God omniſcient and omnipo- 
tent? (1) Let us remarque their Sin in ſelling Foſeph, and of 
what a black Idea it was, [17 It ſprang from Hatred, yea a 
deliberate rooted hatred, as Ger. 37. 4. They hated him, and 
could net ſpeak, peaceably unzo him, Their hatred was grounded on 
his fathers love to him, Yea, [2] There was much Envy and 
Indignation joined with their hatred, as v. 8. Shalt thonmderd 
reign over 4? &Cc, whence v. 11, and his brethren envied him, QC. 
[2] There was in like manner bloudy Cruelty, yea intended 
Murther in this ſin, as v. 20, 21, 22, 24. [4] There wasalfo 
notorious Lying evident in this fin, v. 32,33. [ 57] That this 
ſin was of a very crimſon bloudy guilt is evident by their own 
Convictions and Confcſiions, wien God began to awaken their 
Conlciences, ast is conjectured about fourteen years aſter, Ger. 
[6] By al which it is molt 


doth. Hence, (2) We are to demonſtrate, that God 4d predefine 
and predetermine Joſephs Brethren to the entitative aft or ſubſtrate 
mater of this Sin. And this Province we no way dout but to make 
good out of the Texte, Gen. 45. 5, 7, 8. compared with. other 
Texts. [1] Foſeph ſaith, v. 5. 7. God did ſend me before you to 
preſerve life. 12, ſent me forth, by his efficacious predeter- 
minative hand, which conducted me hither. The LXX. render 
it 6ireae, which ſignifies, ro ſend forth with a mighty hand, es 
Captives into Libertie, Luke 4. 18. alſo, ſend forth with com- 
mans, autoritie and power, Mat. 20. 16. & 11. 10. aselſewhere : 
again, to. ſend forth executioners, Mat. 2.16. laſtly, to dirett tha 
courſe of a Ship. In al theſe notions Gods efhcacious predetermi- 
naltye. 


33 
later. 7. I ſhal begin with the Selling of Foſeph, mentioned Ger, 1 Arg. from 


Joſ Ven= 
dition, Gen. 
45+ $7, 8. 


me before you to preſerve life, Note here, that God certainly and 
abſolutely foreſaw the Famine and Foſephs being fold into Eeypr, 
which he intended to turne for good, even for the preſervation 
of Facobs Familie and the Ele&t feed in him, Now how could 
God foreſee this abſolutely and infallibly, but in the predefin;. 
tion or fore-ordainment of his own Wil ? And Strang grants 
this, that where there is Predefinition, there alſo follows Predetermi. 
nation : Muſt we not then conclude, that this Vendition of Fo. 
ſeph was both predefined and predetermined by God? Yea, 
[3] Foſeph addes v. 8. So now ut was not you that ſent me hither, 
but God, &c. You fee here Foſeph makes a three-fold mention 
of Gods over-ruling hand in this their fin, and that for their 
as wel as his good : And he tels them plainly, that it was not they 
that ſent him, but God, AsSif he bad ſaid, You indeed ſent me to 
be a poor Vaſlal in Egype; but did not God fend me to befa Ru 
ler over Egypt ?. You ſent me to deſtroy me, but why did God 
ſend me, but to preſerve both you and me? You ſent me out 
of Hatred and Malice; but did not God ſend me out of great 
Love and pitie both to me and you? And what could be ſpoken 
more emphatically to illuſtrate and demonſtrate Gods efficaci- 
ous predeterminative concurſe to the ſubltrate mater of ſin than 
this, /t was not you that ſent me hither, but God? Why doth he 
uſe this manner of ſpeech ? was it not they that ſold him? Yes; 
but becauſe they were but as mere paſlive Inſtruments or Mid- 
wifes to bring forth that great predeterminative Decree, and to 
ſubſerve Divine Providence in the uſhering into Egype Foſeph their 
temporal Savior, and the Type of our Eternal Savior, therefore 
the entitative aCtion is wholly taken off from them, (albeit the 
moral vitioſitie of it is imputable to none but them) and aſcribed 
unto God, as the principal Agent. This manner of ſpeech is 
Hebraic, and mult be underſtood, (1) 'Bancrwlixis, it was not you, 
i.e. not only you : you were but the Inſtruments of Divine Gu- 
bernation and Predetermination. (2) "Bupelax&e, emphatically, 
i was not you, i.e. if we conſider the act of ſelling me in its na- 
tural entitative Idea, as the ſubſtrate mater of Divine Providence, 
ye had the leaft hand init, « was not you, but God that ſent me 
hither. We find the like Hebraiſme, 1 Sam. 8. 7. Not thee but 
me, i.e, principally and comparatively. So that it's moſt —_— 
cnat 
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native concurſe in ſending Foſeph into Egype, is neceſſarily incly- 
ded. Thisalfo appears [2] by what is added v. 5. God did ſend 


a MT SS. 5 a cc. as a ELGScae_ oo © am, ec Xo ma ice 


Py ans Ot wi aa; wt - 


Il 


ha. T ©Ste 


or 7 


= 0 _ Ww_wyWw SD VtY WW ©S wo VUD GS TT Ms 


Chap. 3. fo which Sin is annexed. 55 


that Joſeph aſcribeth the whole Act conſidered entitatively and 

natxrally unto Gods efficacious predeterminative and principal 

concurſe and conduCt, whereof they were but the Inſtruments ; 

albeit, if we conſider the aCt morally, as to its obliquitie, fo it Non refert in 
was wholly theirs, not Gods : it is not his brethrens ſin morally Deum pecca- 
conſidered, but the entitative aCt that he refers to God. [ 47] That um fratrum, 
this is the genuine mind of Foſephs words is evident from other pr 
Scriptures. So Gen. 5O. 20. But as for you, ye thought evil againſt prum. Eraſm. 
me, but God meant it for good, &«c. Here we have their moral evil 
ſeparated from Gods natural and moral good In and by the Ven- ac{faſay 
dition of Foſeph. Their ACt proceding from hatred, envy, and 

attended with Murder, was intrinſccally evil, and deſigned no- 

thing but evil againſt Foſeph: but the ſame Act conſidered phy- 

ſically and entitatively as proceding from the <cfficacious prede- 
terminative conduct of God, was naturally yood; and as it tend- 

ed to the deſigned exaltation of Foſeph, and rendered him a tem- 

poral and typical Savior of I{-ael, ſo it was morally good. The 
aggravation of their Sin, and cfhcace of Gods predeterminative 

Concurſe may be both greatly illuſtrated by an inſpeCtion into 

the native import of the Hebraic QWn, uſed here to note their 

malitioſe plotted evil, and Gods plotted predeterminative con- 

curſe in and about the ſame act. (1) He faith, Te thought evil 

arainſt me, INAION, ye plotted, cortrived evil againſt me. wn 

properly ſignifies to excogitate, deliberate, conſult, compute, calcu- 

late, contrive, reaſon. It is oft uſed to ſignifie plotted, marhinated 

evil, as Pſal. 10. 2. The ſame word is uſed to note Gods deter- 

minate counſel and wil about the entitative a& of their Sin ; 

but God meant it unto Good, NAWN, i. e. from al Eternitie con- 

trived and predetermined it for good. Their plotted contrived 

evil, was counter-plotted and contrived by God for good : 

Which notes that it was not a thing caſual or accidental, but 
forc-ordained and predetermined by God, according to the de- 

terminate counſel of his wil, The like may be deduced from 

Stephens words, At. 7.9. And the Patriarchs moved with envy, AR. 7. 5. 
fold Foſeph into Eoypt ;, but God was with him. Here we have their 

Moral evil aggravated from its original Spring, and Gods natu- 

ral and moral good in the ſame Aft: How was God with him ? 

Not only in his paſſwve Yendition, or paſſing into Egypt and con- 

tinuance there, as ſome would perſwade us; but allo in the =” 

t- 


Ative Vendition, or aCt of felling him to the. Iſhmaelies, _ 
ered. 
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The Obje@Fions againſt Joſeph's Vendition, 


dered naturally and entitatively: for God was with 7oſeph in 
cauſing the 1hmaelites to pals by at that very time, in determin. 
ing his brethrens wils to take him out of the pit and ſell him tg 
the Iſhmaelites, and inclining or determining theſe to accept the 
bargain. In ſum, God was with Foſeph by an efficacious predeter. 
minative conduct, determining every circumſtance of this Ven- 
dition naturally conſidered. 

| am not ignorant what Reſponſes or Anſwers are framed by 
the Jeſuites, Arminians, and New Methodiſts againſt our Argu. 
ment deduced from this Vendition of Foſeph : Molina, (the Head 


of the Jeſuites as to their Pelagian Dogmes) de Concord. q. 1g, 


Diſp. 2. tels us, that this Vendition of Foſeph ts aſcribed to God, 
as merely permitting it. The like Ruiz, de Volunt. diſp, 18. Sett. 2, 
and Leſſurs, de Efficac. Grat. Set. 2. and others. Arminius, de 
Efficac. Prowd. Diſput. 11, 12. over and above this mere Per. 
miſſion of the Jeſuites, addes Gods oblation, diretiion, and deter. 
mination of Arguments and Occaſions, yea ſome kind of concurſe in 
this Vendition of Foſeph, &c. Bur al theſe frivolous ſubterfuges 
to avoid the force of this Text are incomparably wel blowen off 
by Rutherford, de Divina Provident. c. 16.p. 192, &c. 1lhal there. 
fore only give the ſolution of ſuch as have been coined ſince by 
the New Methodiſts, which indeed are much the ſame with 
thoſe of the Jeſuites and Arminians. A Divine of name among 
us, gives this replic to our Argument, That the Yenaitio aftivg, 
the attive Vendition of Foſeph was not willed by God, but only paſſiva, 
the paſſive, or effett and conſequents \, which are only mentioned in 
the Text. I muſt confeſs this anſwer gives me ſome amazement, 
but no difficultie to anſwer it. For, (1) What this Reverend 
Author means by his paſſive Vendition I cannot divine : I know 
that in the Ariſtotelean Scholes Action and Paſſion have been 
really diſtinguiſhed andoſo diſtributed into two diſtin Predica- 
ments; but I think this imaginary diſtinction is now generally 
hiſs'd out of the Scholes by al awakened Diſputants ; yea, how 
many of thoſe, who are 7zeloſe Sectators of Ariſtotle in other 
points, have ſubſcribed the baniſhment of this diſtinftion ? So 


- that to diſtinguiſh ative Vendition from paſſive, what is it but 


to diſtinguiſh one and the ſame Act from it ſelf? But (2)grant 
there be ſuch a diſtinCtion in Nature, yet is it not molt apparent, 
that it can have no place here ? Doth not Foſeph aſcribe the very 
ative Vendition or action. of Selling him, unto God ? Is it an 
aid 
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Chap. 3. The ObjeFions againſt Joleph's YVendition,&c. 
ſaid v. 8. So now, it was not you that ſent me hither, bit God? Can 
this, with any tolerable ſenſe be applied to the paſſive Vendztion, 
or the effefts and conſequents of the ſelling 7oſeph?. Mult it 
not neceſſarily be underſtood of the very ſame aCtive Vendition, 
which, conſidered in its natural entitative act, they were the In- 
ſtruments of, but God the principal Agent and Conductor ? 
(3) This Diſtintion of Aftive and Paſſive Vendition was not 
indeed forged by the Reverend Author before mentioned, but 
taken up from Bellarmine, who de Ami. Grat. |. 12.c. 11. di- 
ſtinguiſheth the 4:07 of ſelling Foſeph and crucitying Chriſt from 
the Paſſion, and grants, that God willed and decreed the Paſſion, 
but not the Ation, which inferred the Paſſion ; and becauſe the ſaid 
Author has ſo great an eſtime for Srrargius, whom he generally 


follows in this point, I ſhal give him the anſwer which Stran- 


gins, l. 4. c. 11. p. 772. gives to this diſtinCtion of Bellarmire, thus : 
* However it be, in the Text there are two things to be obſerved, 
*[1) That Foſeph there cannot diſtinguiſh the Action from the 
© Paſſion, as if the Paſſion were to be aſcribed to God, not the 
« Attzon : for it's. plainly ſaid and repeted in the Text,according to 
© the Hebraic 4 that God ſent him, [2] Thence 
© c. 50. 20. he doth plainly diſtinguiſh between the good work of 
© God and their evil in the ſame mater, from the diverſitie of the 
© [ntention : To# deſigned evil againſt me, but God deſigned that for 
© 0004—— Then he addes : * Here the various operation and pro- 
© vident adminiſtration of God is ſeen, that he might bring to paſs 
© what he had preſignified before by the dreams of Foſeph, &c. 
Andp. 773. he ſubjoins: * There is no incommoditie if it be ſaid, 
* that God elected and alſo procured the Vendition of Joſeph as a 
© means to the end fore-ordained by him, and that may be un- 
*derſtood not only of paſſive Vendition, but alſo of atftwwe, which 
© truely can never be ſeparated. For if God willed that 7oſeph 
© be ſold, he willed, that ſome one ſhould fel him, and that no 
© other ſhould ſel him but his brethren. For neither was that Ven- 
©dition a thing in it ſelf evil, if it be conſidered apart from the 
<vitiolitie and defeft of the ſecond Cauſes. Then he conciudes : 
«The Permiſſion of God here was not otioſe, but an efficacious 
© operation in the tradition of Foſeph, ſubminiltration of occaſi- 
© ons, out of the concurſe which he made both by the direCtion 
© of al circumſtances, and moderation of the wil of his brethren, 
© that their purpoſe of killing him being changed, they = 

[ *do 
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Arguments from the Crucifixion of Chriſt. Book II 
*do no other than what God intended. And the ſame cflicace 
© and force of Divine providence ſhines brightly in working, dif. 
* poſing, and direCting al other things that relate to this Hiſtorie, 
This Anſwer of Srrangius to Bellarmine | have been the more pro. 
lixe in reciting , (1) becauſe the fore-mentioned Divine of ſo 
much repute among us makes great uſe of this diltinCtion touch. 
ing ative and paſſive vendition Or crucifixion, endeavoring thereby 
to ſolve al our Arguments from the vendition of Joſeph and cruct- 
fixion of Chriſt ; whereas Strangizs, one of his own partie , re. 
j«Ctcs it as ſpurious and frivolous. (2) Becauſe the conceſſions 
of Strangius 1n this his Anſwer to Bellarmine do indeed give a 
mortal wound to his own cauſe : For if the active vendition of 
Foſeph was from Gods efficacious providence and wil decreeing 
the ſame, then actions intrinſecally evilare as to their entitative 
act or ſubſtrate mater naturally conſidered from God, albeit their 
moral vitioſitic is to be aſcribed to no one but the ſinner. 

2, I now paſle on to demonſtrate, That God doth predefine, or 
forcordain and predetermine ſuch natural actions wherennto fin 
is neceſſarily annexed , from the Crucifixion of Chriſt. And the 

Textes that confirme this part of our demonſtration arc ſo great 
and illuſtrious , that I cannot but greatly wonder how any Chri. 
ſtian, that aſſentes to the veracitie and authoritie of Scripture, can 
evade the evidence thereof, or diſſent from our Hypothelis. (1) 1 
ſhal take the Scriptures as they lie in order, and begin with Mar, 
26. 24. The Son of man poeth , as it 1s written of him ;, but wo unto 
that man by whom the Son of man is betrayed. [1] Note here that 
Chriſts death was infall:bly predi&ed or foretold: 10 much, as it us 
written of him , neceſſarily infers. Now how could the death of 
Chriſt be infallibly prediCted, if it were not predefined and preor- 
dained by God? Yea, if the death of Chriſt were not neceſlarily 

predefined and preordained by God , how could God infallibly 
forcknow the ſalvation of any one ele ſoul, which neceſſarily 
dependes on the death of Chriſt ? Sothat it remains moſt cer- 
tain, that the death of Chriſt was predefined and foreordained by 

God, and that in cvery the leaſt circumſtance thereof : the whole 
ferics of intentions and aCtions in Fxdas's betraying his Lord, and 
the Jews malitioſe and blondy crucifying of him was predefined 

and preordained by God. [2] Hence alſo it follows, that al the 

bloudy contrivements , barbarous and cruel executions, with al 


the particular circumſtances in the betraying and crucifying of 
Chriſt 
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Chriſt were predetermined by God. Thus much reaſon ſtrongly 
evinceth, and Srrangiw with others grant, that eternal predefini- 
tion or predeſtination, and predetermination in time are parallel 
and commenſurate each to other : whatever is eternally prede- 
fined or preordained by God is predetermined by him in time; 
Indeed if we wil take the true Idea of Divine Predetermination, 
what is it but the eternal act of the Divine wil, whereby God pre. 
defined or preordained al perſons, ations, and effefts to exiſte 
in ſuch or ſuch a period of time ? So that, to ſpeake truth, prede- 
finition and predetermination differ not really and originally as 
to their active principez albeit we may, out of compliance with 
the Scholes, put this difference between them , by underſtanding 
Predefinition, Preordination, or Predeſtination of the eternal aCtive 
Decree of God, and Predetermination of the execution of the De- 
cree, Or its paſſive Attingence in regard of the effect. But take 
predetermination in what ſenſe you pleaſe, it mult neceſſarily be 
applied to the Crucifixion of Chriſt and al the moſt minute cir- 
cumſtances thereof, And ſo much indeed is implied in thoſe 
words, The Son of man goeth, <vwdyu. Where? or to what? 
Surely to die, and how ? without al peradventure, as efficaciouſly 
conducted, moved, yea predetermined by the Divine wil. There 
was not the leaſt ſtep he took to the Crolle , the leaſt intention, 
ation, or circumſtance in the whole complexe or ſyſteme of 
Chriſts Cracifixion, as wel active as pallive, but was predetermi- 
ned by God. But [3] note alſo hence, that this Crucifixion of 
Chriſt, although it were predefined and predetermined by God, 
yet this Divine predefinition and predetermination did not at al 
diminiſh the guilt of thoſe bloudy inſtruments, who had their 
hands embrued in that immaculate blood. This is particularly 
ſpecified in thoſe words : but wo unto that man by whom the Son of 
man is betrayed. Fudas neither did nor could juſtly plead Divine 
preordination or predetermination, as an excuſe for his treache- 
rie. No, his own conſcience told him, that he had voluntarily, 
yea malitioſely betrayed innocent bloud : neither could the Jews 
plead the ſame, in as much as their own malitioſe and bloudy 
wils were as deeply engaged in this Crucifixion, as if there had 
been no predetermination , which doth no way diminith the li- 
bertie of the wil. Hence, [4] it is molt evident, that this Cru- 
cifixion of our Lord was ſin intrinſecally evil. For was there 
not a world of enmitie and _ of God in it? Did there not 
2 much 
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much blaſphemie attend their wicked deeds? Is not the ſhedding 
innocent bloud, yea the bloxd of Ged, as it is ſtiled , Att. 20. 28. a 
ſin intrinſecally evil ? And doth not this ſufficiently demonſtrate, 
that the ſubſtrate mater of an aCt intrigſecally evil is predefined 
and predetermined by God ? * 

(2) Another Texte that evidently demonſtrates the Crucifixi. 
on of Chriſt to be predefined and predetermined by God, is Luke 22. 
22. eAndtruly the Son of man goeth , as it was determined; but wo 
unto that man by whom he is betrayed. Ti\is Text is the ſame, and 
refers to the ſame paſſage with that before of Marthew, yet with 
this difference z Aatthew ſaith, As it is written of him \, but Luke, 
As it was determined , which puts it out of al dout , that Chrijts 
crucifixion was determined or predetermined by God, And for the 
more ful explication and demonſtration hereof, we are to re- 
marque, that Zuke being a Phyſician, was moſt intimely verſed in 
the Greek Tongue: for a Phyſician in thoſe days was of little re. 
pute, if not wel acquainted with the Grecanic Monuments rela- 
ting to medicine. And thence we find , even by the confeſſion of 
ſome Atheiſtic ſpirits, that Lukes Greek both in this his Evangel, 
as alſo in the Acts of the Apoſtles, is moſt pure, elegant, and 
ſignificant. And among other this notion here uſed gives us a 
ſpecimen of his accurate skil in the Greek. For 7d 6e:o&oy here 
is a philoſophic notion, of much uſe among the Grecians to ſigni. 
he that which is defined, determined, predetermined, predeſtinated, de- 
creed, conſtituted, and ordained by an unalterable Decree, as we have 
more copioſely demonſtrated from the genuine import of 3eiZeq, 
cap. 1.4.6. Of determinative Concurſe. And that 43 auepoer here 
may be properly rendred predetermined, is evident from the uſe of 
weyeltey, Aft. 4.28. To do whatſoever thine hand and thy counſel 
determined before to be done. Whrre it is in the Greek Tguan, 
predetermined. And indeed Determination and Predetermination as 
to the Divine concurſe admit not ſo much as any mental diſtin- 
Ction, according to the confeſſion of ſome Adverſaries. The Sy. 
riac, Luk, 22. 22. renders it, W"\BNN1, it i defined. WD in the 
O. T. fignifies ro expand, to make clear, to explicate more fully and 
clearly by the diſtribution of al parts, &c. Whence it is rendred by 
the LXX. Ezech. 37.12 yeelte, to ſeparate : and Num. 15. 34 
evyrelrw, to decree : which ſenſe agrecs with the mind of aur Lord, 
Lk, 22.22. So that it is moſt evident, that this notion 73 es 
#6 here conſidered in itfelf, and in alits fynonymies, notes the 
Cruci- 
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Crucifixion of Chrilt in al its circumſtances both aCtive and paſ. 
five, to be determined, predetermined, and foreordained by God. 
Yea, we have for this a great conceſſion of Srrangue, liv. 3. cap.13, 
pag. 665. But that the workes of Chriſt , ſpecially his Paſſion and vo- 
luntary death were abſolutely predetermined by God is manifeſt from 
Scripture , Luk, 22. 22. Att, 2.23. & 4.28. Whence I argue, 
that if the death and crucifixion of Chriſt were abſolutely prede- 
termined by God, then the ſubſtrate mater of a ſinful at, yea of 
an at intrinſecally evil was abſolutcly predetermined by God, 
How poor and evanid the evaſions of Srrangiue and others are as 
to this Text we ſhal examine and lay open when we have explica- 
ted the following Texts, which demonſtrate the fame. 

(3) I paſſe on to the Conference between Plate and our Lord, 


Foh. 19. 10. Then ſaith Pilate unto him, Knoweſt thou not, that I Joh.19. 10,114 


have power to crucifie thee, and have power to releaſe thee ? Pilate ha- 
ving power of life and death committed to him by Tiberius Ceſar, 
he threatens our Lord therewith : and what replic doth our Lord 
make? verſ. 11. Feſus anſwered : Thou couldeſt have no power at al 
againſt me , except it were = thee from above: rs be that 
hath delivered me unto thee hath the greater ſm. We find ſeveral 
particulars here very remarquable for the demonſtration of our 
Hypotheſis. [17]. Whereas Pilate boaſted of his power to crucifie, 
or releaſe our Lord, he tels him plainly , that he could have no power 
againſt him , except it were grven him from above. T he power that 
Pilate pretendes unto was legal Autorstie backed with an execu- 
tive power committed to him : ſo much ifvoiea notes: our Lord 
doth not denie his claim of legal Autoritie, as commiſiionated by 
Ceſar; but yet confines and reſtrains the execution thereof to 
Gods predeterminative Concurſe.. As it our Lord had faid : 1 
rant thy power and autoritie of life and death as Ceſars Commiſ- 
10ner and Miniſter ; yet know , thou coulde!t not execute this 
thy power on me, unleſſe the providential concurrence of my Fa- 
ther did efficaciouſly move and predetermine thee thereto. [2] 
Obſerve here the double negative, #x s/4uiaz, which among the 
Grecians implies a more vehement negation. As if he had faid : 
Alas! thou haſt not the leaſt umbrage or ſhadow of power to 
execute again!t me , but what is diſpenſed forth unto thee by the 
efficacious predeterminative hand or providential concurſe of my 
Father ; whoſe wiſe and omnipotent hand has put in every bit- 
ter ingredient into the Cup I am todrink of. [37] Neither doth 
al. 
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al this excuſe Fudas, the Jews, or Pate as to their guilt in cruci- 
ſying the Lord of Glorie: no, Gods predeterminative concurſe 
is ſo far from excuſing theſe Traitors, as that it aggravates their 
ſin, Soit follows: Therefore he that hath delivered me unto thee 
bath the greater ſin. Therefore, $1 rare, for this very reaſon, be- 
cauſe my Father hath left that traiterous wretch 7#das to be hur- 
ried, by his own avaricious luſt , into this horrid Treaſon of be. 
traying me, and predetermined thine execution thereof, his guilt 
is the greater. [4] Laſtly, hence alſo we may argue , that this 
ſin of crucifying our Lord was intrinſecally evil. So much that 
laſt clauſe, hath the greater ſim, implies. As if he had ſaid : Oh! 
what a world of treaſon, murder, blaſphemie, hatred of God and 
al manner of ſin is involved in the wombe of this tin ? 

(4) We find the predefinition and predetermination of Chriſts 
crucifixion more expreſſely explicated and demonltrated, AF, 2, 
23. Him, being delivered by the determinate counſel , and foreknow. 
ledge of God, ye have taken, and by wicked hands have crucified and 
fam, What could more plainly be ſaid for the predefinition and 
predetermination of our Lords crucifixion, as to its ſubſtrate enti- 
tative act, and yet for the aggravation of their ſin in acting their 
parts in this bloudy Tragedic ? Let us examine the particulars, 
C17 It's ſaid, he was delivered by the determinate counſel, Ti werauy 
þ8aF, The Greek Guai primarily notes counſel with a decree, or 4 
decreed fixed counſel, from fend the caſt of an arrow , or the like. 
Whence the formal aft of the wil is termed Gzaysrs, which is but 
a derivation from Euajs- But Luke, to expreſſe Peters mind more 
ſignificantly, addes, 75 seowldy, by that determinate, defined, firme, 
immutable, decretive, predeterminative counſel of God , as the word 
itnportes,according to our former explication of it,on Luk, 22.22, 
whereto this Text ſeems to anſwer. *Oeifey is by Gloſſaries made 
ſynonymous to 7e7ley, to ordain;, wgrdrlay, topreordain; mifliza, 
ro conſtitute ;, isdyen, to eſtabliſh, wggel{ey, to predetermune. Among 
the LXX. it anſwers to 72), to termine, determine, predetermine , as 
Num. 34.6. Foſb. 13.27. and elſewhere. By which it is moſt 


evident , that it is here by Lake uſed to denote Gods efficaciows, 


abſo'ute, predeterminative counſel and purpoſe touching the crucifixi- 
on of our Lord. [2] Then he addes: x} wggy1#04 7% Od, and 
forchnowlere of God. Note here , that Gods foreknowlege or Pre. 
ſtience of Chriſts crucifixion, and ſo by conſequence of the ſin an- 
nexed thereto, follows the predetermmation or determined counſel 


of 
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of his own wil: God therefore foreknew , becauſe in his deter- 
mined counſel he foreordained or decreed tne Paſſion of our 
Lord. And yet [3] this neceſſary predefinition and predeter- 
mination of Gods wil with his infallible preſcience touching the 
crucifixion of Chriſt, did no way lelten their ſin :; for addes Perer, 
Him ye have taken, and by wick;d hands have crucified and ſlain. Al- 
beit he was predefined and predetermined by God to go (as him- 
ſelf declares, Zak, 22. 22.) tothe Croſle, yet they, by their wick- 
ed bloudy hands, rook him as voluntarily, yea with as much bloud- 
thirſty greedineſle, as it there had been no predefinition and 
predetermination of the aCt by God. Lo! whata plain conci- 
liation is here of efficacious predefinition and predeterminative 
concurſe of the ſubſtrate mater of ſin, with the voluntary and free 
eletion of the ſinner as to his part in this bloudy Tragedie. [4] 
Note that phraſe, #14 yer drbuwr, by wicked hands, 4 e. ſacrile- 
gious, bloudy, God-murdering hands. Which certainly denotes 
their ſin to be of the firſt magnitude, and intrinſecally evil. And 
that this Text fully demonſtrates the predcfinition of Chrilts Paſ. 
ſion, Strangins,lib.z. cap.z. pag. 563. freely acknowlegeth. So hb.4. 
cap. 2. pag. 768, he ſaith, That it is not to he douted , but that the 
whole humuliation and paſſion of Chriſt fluwed from the decree and wil 
of God , and what God from Etermtze decreed , the fame he executes 
and procures in time. But what his replie 1s to the force of our ar- 
zument from this abſolute Decree of God we ſhal examine 
anon. 
(5) I come now to that other parallel Text , which fuliy de- 
monſtrates the predefinition and predetermination of Chrilts cru- 


cifixion by God, Att. 4. 28. For to do whatſoever thine hand and thy AR. 4. 28, * 


counſel determined before to be done. He ſpeaks of the gathering 
together both of Jews and Gentiles for the crucifying the Son 
of God, as ver, 26, 27. he ſaith, They aid nothing but what Gods 
band and counſel predetermined to be done. (['1] By the counſel of 
God we may here underſtand his Decretive counſel, or the counſel 
and purpoſe of his wil, whereby he predefined and predetermined 
the crucifixion of our Lord, Thus ſome terme Gods efficacious 
predeterminative Concurſe, quoad attinoentiam ativam, as to attive 
attingence, which 1s nothing elſe but the very wil of God, accord- 
ing to his eternal counſel predetermining and foreordaining al 
future events, as Scots and others aſſure us. Thus 8x4 mult be 
underſtood, A#, 2. 23. as before. Whence [2] by the Hand of 
God, 


his decretive counſel, predetermining the whole ſubitrate mater, 
or al cntitative as and circumſtances in the crucifixion of our 
Lord, which they terme his predeterminative Concurſe, quoad at- 
tingentiam pgſſivam, as to paſſive attingence. For mans hand being 
the inſtrument of operation, whereby he puts forth his power and 
force, it is thence applied to God, to denote his moſt potent exe. 
cution of his Decrees in predetermining and applying al ſecond 
cauſes to their aCt, as before g. 1. of this Chapter. We find a 
very good gloſſe hereon in Strangine, bib. 4. cap. 2. pag. 769. *ln 
©the other place, ſaith he, Af. 4. 28. there 1s mention made not 
© only of the counſel of God, but alſo of the hand of God; that counſel 
© may be referred to the Decree , and handto the execution. To 
© decree is preſuppoſed the wiſe counſel! of God , and ro execute the 
© power of the Divine right hand. And here truly what God hath 
© decreed in his counſel, he alſo by his hand hath executed : For 
© in this whole work the hand of God hath appeared , howbeit 
© many wicked hands did concur. So the Hard of God here is 
© oppoſed to wicked hands, AR. 2. 23. The band, I ſay, of God ap 
«* peared in moderating, ordaining , governing , and diretting al the 
© machinations, endeavors, ſayings and deeds of his enemies, that 
© they ſhould wil and perfect that very ſame thing which he wil. 
<led, though with a far different counſel and purpoſe, whatever 
© their malice were, Lo! what a ful teſtimonie is here ? who 
would not think Srrangue orthodox in this point, did he acquieſce 
here ? But there lies a Snake in the graſle : he elſewhere ſtarts 
off from what he here grants, as hereafter. Only this note, that 
he here, as elſewhere, ſtrongly impugnes and oppoſeth that paſſive 
crucifixion which Bellarmine and a reverend Divine of repute a- 
mong us only aſcribe to God : for he expreſſely faith, That the very 
att of crucifixion was executed by the hand of God ; yea al the mach- 
nations, endeavors, ſayings, and deeds of Chriſts enemies, moderated, 
ordained , governed, diretted by the ſame Divine hand. What 
could be ſaid more for the predefinition and predetermination of 
the ſubſtrate mater of an a& intrinſecally evil ? But I paſſe on to 
the act of Divine predetermination expreſſed in the Text before 
US by wggdees What the genuine import of wggeeitey is, we have 
ſhewen, Chap. 1.$.6. In the general it ſignifies co predefine , pre- 
acſtine, predetermine : it's applied in the N. T. both to perſons and 
things, and theſe both good and evil. It is here limited and con- 
fined 
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God, we are to underſtand his moſt efficacioxs and potent execution of 
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fined to Gods predefining, predeſtining, and predetermining the 
ſubſtrate mater or entitative act of Chrilts crucifixion, which was 
a ſin of the firſt magnitude, containing in its pregnant wombe 
blaſphemie , hatred of God , murther, yea God-killing bloud. 
guiltineſſe, The Syriac turnes it by WA, co ſeal, conſtitute, and 
make firme any thing. And ſucely if the bleſſed God ever ſealed, 
conſtituted, made firme, Or predetermined any thing in the world, it 
was thecrucifixion of his Son, on which the ſalvation of al his 
Elect dependes. Auguſtin renders wggweus here predeſtinavit , he 
has predeſtined. SO the old Latin renders it, 1 Gr. 2,7, And 
Strangius , lib. 3. cap. 5. pag. 582. is herein (as in ſome other 
points) very ingenuous and free in confeſſing, © That Auguſtin 
*doth uſe the words to predeſtine, predefine, determine, conſtitute, or- 
© dain, and diſpoſe, indifterently, ſo as they may be extended to al- 
*things which God hath decreed, So that it's clear by his own 
confeſſion , that the crucifixion of Chriſt taken aftively was pre- 
deſtined, predefined, conſtituted, foreordained, and roche 
God, Whence by a paritie of reaſon we demonitrate.our Hypo- 
theſis, that the ſubſtrate mater or entitative act of that, where- 
unto intrinſecal ſin is neceſſarily annexed, is predefined and prede- 
termined by God, The inference and concluſion to me is ſo natu- 
ral and evident , that I cannot fee how the wit of man can evade 
If. 


But let us examine what ſubterfuges and evaſions our Oppo- 0 4dvſuic: 
nents frame to evade the force and evidence this ſecgnd Head evaſions exami- 


rouching Chriſts Crucifixion gives to our Hypotheſis, ned. 


1. Bellarmine and from him a reverend Divine of name among xr, xy 2ſon 
our ſelves replie, That the paſſive —_ of Chriſt was from God, touching ativ5 
the effetts of it was from 44 paſſive Cra- 
God, but not the ions of thoſe that crucitied him. (1) How #0 


wot the attive : i.e. Chriſts Paſſion an 


poor and ſhiftleſle this ſhift is we have already demonſtrated on 
the vendition of Foſeps from Gen. 4.5. 5,7,8. (2) But more parti- 
cularly as to this Head, I cannot but wonder how any, who have 
not quite baniſhed Reaſon and Religion from their minds, can ſa- 
tisfie themſelves with ſuch jejune notions and evaſions : Did not 
the bleſſed God predefine and predctermine the very aCt of 
Chriſts crucifixion ? how elſe could he certainly foreknow that 
he would be crucified ? Or what certain preſcience could he have 
of the ſalvation of any one elect ſoul, which wholly dependes on 
the death of Chriſt ? Again, what finc-ſpun non{{nſe is this, God 

K prede- 
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predetermined the Paſſion of Chriſts crucifixion, but not the A. 
on ? as if God predetermined that Chriſt ſhould be kiſſed and 6 
betrayed by F«das , but not that «das ſhould kiſlſe and betray 
Chriſt : again, that Chriſt ſnould be mocked , blaſphemed, 
ſcourged, &c. by the Sonldiers and Jews , but that theſe ſhould 
not mock , blaſpheme, fcourge, cc. Chriſt. Laſtly , that the 
Spear ſhould be thruſt into the ſide of Chriſt, but yet not that 
any thruſt itin. What Logic, Reaſon , or ſenſe is this? Do not 
the very Ariſtotcleans grant us, That attion and paſſion are not re. 
ally, but only modally diſtinit ? As the way from eAthens to Thebes, 
and fo back again from Thebes to Athens , is but one and the ſame 
way, diverſified only from its relation to different termes ; ſo the 
lame fluxe as 1t procedes from the Agent is called Attion, and as 
it termines on the patient, Paſſion. Is it poſſible then that God 
ſhould predetermine or concur to the paſſion and not to the action 
of crucifixion ? But enough of this , which is ſo ſtrongly refuted 
by Strangins, lib, 4, cap. 11. pag. 772. 

2. Another reverend Divine of cſtime among us for parts and 
pictie evades thus: [ Chriſts crucifixion J * was a thing which 
*Gods hand and counſel had determined before to be done, AF. 
©*4.28. z.e. foreſeeing wicked hands would be promt and ready 
© for this tragic enterpriſe , his ſovereign power and wiſe counſel 
* concurred with his foreknowledge , ſo only, and not with leſſe 
© latitude, to define or determine the bounds and limits of that 
© malignifie, than to let it procede to this execution. And to 
* deliver him up (not by any formal reſignation or ſurrender, as 
©we wel know, but permitting him) thereunto. Though the 
* ſame phraſe of delivering him, hath clſewhere another notion of 
* aſſigning or appointing him to be a propitiation for the fins of 
© men, by dying; which was done by mutual agreement between 
© both the parties, &c. This replie of this learned pious Divine (f0 
far as I can penetrate and underſtand it , which ſeems involved 
under much obſcuritie) may be reſolved into the following parts. 
(1) He makes Gods preſcience or foreſeceing the crucifixion of 
Chriſt by wicked hands, to procede or go before the concurrence 
and determination of Gods wiſe counſel or predefinition there- 
of, Wherein he fals in with the Jeſuites middle Science , making 
Gods preſcience precedent to his predefinition or decree , and 0 
dependent only on the mutable wil of men as to the act of ſin; 
which he elſewhere ſeems to intimate : whereas the Scripture, 


which 
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which he refers to, eA#. 2. 23. makes the foreknowledge of 
Chriſts crucifixion ſubſequent to the predefinition of his. deter- 
minate Counſel or Decree. And certainly al the wit of man 
ſummed up in one cannot conceive or demonſtrate, how God 
ſhould have a certain preſcience of Chriſts crucifixion , which de- 
pendes wholly on the contingent uncertain wil of man , and not 
on the determinate counſel of his own wil. (2) He makes Gods 
determinate counſel or hand only ro determine the bounds and linuts 
of that malignitie, &c. As if the bounding and limiting of the 
malignitie , and not the ſubſtrate mater or aCt itſelf entitatively 
conſidered were from God, Whereas the Text faith categori- 
cally, That the hand and counſel of God predefined and predetermined 
whatever thoſe wicked hands of theirs executed. (3) He gives us a 
new Gloſſe or Paraphraſe on that phraſe delivering him, At. 2. 23. 
as if it implied only an aſioning or appointing him to be a propitia- 
tion, &&c, But how little this cloſſe wil accord with the ſenſe of 
thele Texts is evident. For that aſſigning and appointing him to 
be a propitiation was immanent and eternal in the Divine De- 
crees, but the delwvering him here is meant of his being delivered 
into the hands of thoſe that crucified him, and that according to 
the determinate counſel of God. 


3. Wecome now to the more plauſible ſubterfuges of Stran- Strangius's E- 
g1us, whereby he endeavors to evade the evidence of thoſe Texts, vaio 


which mention Gods predetermining the crucifixion of our Lord. 
He anſwers, ib. 3. cap. 4. pag. 573. thus : © The occiſion and cru- 
© cifixion of Chriſt, alſo the kind of death were from God : and 
' as they were from God, they were good and greatly glorioſe, 
*and properly the means to procure our ſalvation : and God is 
© deſervedly judged the Cauſe and Author of them , Who by his 
© determinate counſel and precognition delivered his Son to them , whom 
© with wicked hands they killed on the croſſe, AF. 2. 23. Here truly 
<in the ſame work the good action of God is diſtinguiſhed from 
©their evil aCtion : therefore their wickedneſſe and malice was 
©not from God ; neither was it willed or predefined by God, who 
Fcannot be ſaid to be the Cauſe and Author of any fin. There- 
© fore ſpeaking abſolutely , the occiſion of Chrilt was not ſin; (0- 
©therwiſe God ſhould be the Author of ſin: ) as to kil a man is 
© not ſin. And truly if God had commanded men to kil Chriſt,and 
©they out of conſcience to that command had obeyed God, they 
© had not ſinned. But to proſecute Chriſt out of hatred and il-wil is 

RK 2 © intrin- 


Anſwer. 


Strangius's Evaſions. Book II. 


© intrinſecally evil, neither can that be any way wel done, or com- 
© manded by God. + 

Obſerve here (1) he grants that the crucifixion of Chriſt, 
with al its natural circumſtances entitatively conſidered were 
from God, as the God of nature , and ſo naturally good : yea, 
that they were morally good and greatly glorioſe as means to 
procure our ſalvation ; and therefore God.ss deſervealy judged the 
cauſe and author of them, as Att. 2.23. And (2) we denie with 
him, that the wickedneſſe and malice of thoſe acts was from God, 
(2) Healſo grants, That the occiſion or killing of Chriſt conſicered 
abſolutely was not ſin. Whereunto we retort , That neither the 
hatred of Chriſt conſidered abſolutely without relation to its ob- 
je&t is fin. But, (4) he concludes: But to. proſecute Chriſt out of 
hatred and il-wil is intrinſecally evil, &. Whence. we argue, That 
the crucifying of Chriſt was a ſin intrinſecally evil, and yet as to 
its ſubſtrate mater and entitative afts from God. For did not 
the Jews proſecute Chriſt out of hatred and malice, yea malice 
blowen up to the ſin againſt the Holy Ghoſt in ſome of them ? 
And was not, in this good work of crucifixion, the good aCtion 
of God, and the evil aCtion of the Jews the ſame as to the ſub- 
ſtrate mater or natural entitative act ? This pincheth Srranging 
cloſely, and therefore he ſeems to make the natural entitative 
act of God diſtin from the natural entitative act of the wicked 
Jews: For he ſaith, Here truly in the ſame work the good attion of 
God is diſtinguiſhed from their evil athion,, aud therefore their wicked. 
nefſe and malice was not from God, Here we grant, [17]. his conſe. 
quence or concluſion, That their malice was not from God. ['2] We 
thus far alſo grant his Antecedent, That the good action of God, 
conſidered both naturally and morally, was diſtinguiſhed from 
their evil ation conſidered formally and merally : for the malice 
and vitioſitie which formaliſed the aCtion as theirs, 1s-no way im- 
putable to Gods act conſidered either naturally or morally. | 3} 
But yet we ſti] avouch, and no way dout but to demonſtrate in its 
Place, that in the crucifixion of Chriſt the act of the wicked Jews 
conſidered materially, naturally, and entitativey was one and the 
ſame with Gods a& : So much al theſe Texts clearly evince; fo 
much alſo reaſon diftates : For if there were two atts, the one 
primarily, yea only from the wicked inſtruments, the other from 
God the prime Efficient , then how could they be ſaid to be the 
inſtruments of Gods Efficience ? Mult we not then alſo ſuppoſe 
rwo 
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Chap.3- Gods puniſhing his ſinful People, hc. 69 
two Crucifixions, one from God, and the other from the Jews ? 

What a world of abſurdities would follow this Hypotheſis, That 

the ation of God in the Crucifixion of Chriſt conſidered ents. 

ratively, materially, and naturally, was really diſtin&t from the 

ation of the Initrumcnts conlidered entitatively, materially, and 

naturally ? But to conciude, we find an excellent ſolution to al 

theſe evaſions and ſubterfuges in Augyſtin, Epiſt. 48. ad Vincen- Quum Par 
tim, thus : When the Father delivered his Son, ard Chriſt his own. tradigerir "Mt; 
Bodie, and Judas his Lord, why in this Tradition is God juſt and lium, & Chri- 
man guilty, but becauſe in one and the ſame thing which they did, the ſtus Corpus 

cauſe was not one and the ſame. A 1olution ſufficient to fatisfie _— & Judas 
any ſober mind : Wherein note, (1) That the a&t of Tradi- ;jn many Frag 
tion and ſo of- crucifying Chriſt, was one and the ſame entita- ne Deus eſt 
tively and phyſically conſidered both in regard of God and the juſtus & homo 
ſinner. (2) That the difference ſprang from the Cauſes: God 1 Mf1 quia 
delivered his Son to Death, thereby to bring about the greateſt — —mduny _ 

- _ , Cauſa 

good that Sinners could wifh for, their Salvation ; but Fudas non eft una cb 
and the malitiofe Jews delivered the Lord of Glorie to death, quam fecerunc. 
with wicked bands, out of an avaricious humor, malice, ec, 4*8*ft Fpift, 
Hence, (3) The Action was moſt juſt and glorioſe on Gods part, 4* ad Vince 
but moſt unjuſt and wicked on the Sinners part, This-anſwer of 

Auguſtin is ſo great, that it might ſerve to aaſwer al the objeQi- 

ogs againſt our Hypotheſis, were not men bent to cavil againſt 

the truth. 

$.3. I come now to a third Head of Scriptural Arguments, 
namely ſuch, wherein God 3s ſaid to make uſe of wicked Inſtruments 
for the puniſhing or afflifting his people in ſuch a way, wherein the In- 
|truments could not but contratt emi't, 1 (hal divide this Head in- 
to two members; (1) Such Scriptures, whevein God is ſud to. 
make uſe of wicked Inſtruments for the pumſhino his ſinful people. 

(2) Such as mention Goas afflicting bu rithteous People by ſinful In-. 
ſftruments. 

1, We ſhal begin with ſuch Scriptures wherein God is faid toy, Gods pur: 
make uſe of wicked Inſtruments for the puniſhment of his ſinful people, ing bis ſoft / 
So Eſa. 10. 5, 6. O Aſſyrian, the rod of mine anger, 1 will ſend him People by wice 
againſt an hypocritical Nation. The Afyrian is ſent by God 25 his ba Inſtruments, 
rod to puniſh his ſinful people ; and every ſtroke of this rod was Eſa. 10. 5,5,7. 
from God; his hand guiding, ordering, and actuating the rod 
in alits motions. And yet, how much ſin was there committed 
cathe Afrians part in puniſhing rac! ? How little did he in- 
tend. 
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'tend to ſerve God herein ? were not Pride and Ambition the - 


main ſprings of his action? Thence it's added v. 7. Howbeit he 
meaneth not ſo, neither doth his beart think, ſo, &C. whence v, 12, 
God threatens to puniſh him for his lin. $o that it's evident, this 
ſending of the Aſſyrian by God, mentioned v. 6. cannot be meant 
of any legal permiſſion or commiſſion given him by God, but of the 
ſecret efficacious predeterminative concurſe and Providence of 
God, ordering what ſhould come to paſs. So Fer. 16, 16. Be. 
hold, I wil ſend for many fiſhers, ſaith the Lord, axd they ſhal fiſh 
them, and after wil I ſend for many hunters, and they ſhal bunt 
them from every mountain, &c. Note, (1) That theſe words con- 
tain not a promiſſe but threat, begun v. g. 'I his is evident from 
v.17, (2) By Fiſhers and Hunters in the general we mult un. 
derſtand enemies to the Jews. To fiſh and to hunt, 1s to take and 
deſtroy. War has a great reſſemblance with fiſhing and hunting, 
which is a kind of war againſt beſtes; as war is a kind of fiſhing 
and hunting of men : whence Nimrod the firſt Warrier after the 
Floud, is ſtiled Ger. 10. g. 4 mighty hunter, 1. e. of men, Ay, 
but more particularly, (3) Who are theſe fiſhers ? Why, as it 
is ſuppoled, the Eyyprrans, who are called Fiſhers, Eſa. 1g. 8. 
(4) And who are the Hunters? The Babylonians, as it is gene- 
rally ſaid : But, (5) Who is it that ſends for theſe Fiſhers and 
Hunters? It is God, I wil ſend, &c. (6) Why doth God ſend 
for them ? To puniſh his ſinful People, and that by thoſe very 
Nations in whom they had fo much confided, and to whom they 
had ſo much conformed, as is intimated v. 17. And what more 
juſt, than that Profeſſors ſhould be puniſhed by ſuch Inſtruments, 
as have been the ground of their confidence, and the exemplary 
of their ſins? (7) How doth God ſend for theſe Fiſhers and 
Hunters ? Surely, -not by any legal ACt or formal Commiſſion 
given to them, but providentsal'y, by exciting their minds, ap- 
plying their wils, and drawing forth, yea determining the ſame 
to the ſubſtrate mater or material entitative act of affliting the 
Jews, whereunto there was much malice, murder, and hatred of 
God and his People annexed. Yea, God did not only ſend Ne. 
buchadnezar to afflict Iſrael, but alſo give him a reward for his 
ſervice; as Jerem. 27.6. And now have I piven al theſe lands into 
the hands of Nebuchadnezar the King of Babylon, my ſervant, God 
gives him the neighbor Nations as a reward for his ſervice againſt 
Iſrael. The like Fer. 43. 10, Multitudes of Texts might be 
added 
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added to ſhew, how God makes uſe of wicked Inſtroments in 
the puniſhment of his ſinful people, and in a providential way 
efficaciouſly concurs to and predetermines al their aCtions ma- 
terially and naturally conſidered, and yet is no way the Cauſe 
or Author of their ſin. 

2. To mention one or two Scriptures, which ſpeak of Gods 2. God: offlit- 
uſing wicked Inſtruments in afflifting his innocent People, So Job 1. ing bis righte- 
God makes uſe of the Sabeans, and Caldeans, yea of Satan him- 94s Servants by 
ſelf, to afflict ob; and yet he ſaith, v. 21. The Lord taketh away. __y Infiri- 
He ſaw by faith Gods hand moving, yea predetermining the 9 
hearts and hands of his adverſaries to every act of theirs ma. 19 1+ 21- 
rerially conſidered, albeit not to the vitiolitie. So Pſal. 105. 25. pgy, 10g. 25. 
He turned their heart to hate his people, to deal ſubrilely with bus ſer- 
vants, Here it's ſaid expreſſely, that God turned, 1. e. efficaci- 
ouſly moved and predetermined the hearts of the Egyptians to 
hate his People rar. God's turning their hearts doth expreſſely 
and formally denote his efficacious predeterminative concurſe to 
the entitative material natural a& of hatred, albeit not to the 
vitioſitie and malignitie thereof. So much alſo the next clauſe 
importes, and to deal ſubrilely with his ſervants, i.e. al their ſubtile 
ſtrategems, machinations, and politic contrivements for the ex- 
tirpation of 1ſ-ae!, by putting to death their Males, oppreſling 
them with hard labors, &c. al theſe were, as to their ſubſtrate 
mater and phyſic entitative a&ts from God, who turned their 
hearts thereto : And what could be more nakedly and evidently 
ſaid to demonſtrate, Gods efhcacious predeterminative concurſe 
to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin? 

Let us now ſee what our Opponents replie to theſe Scriptures 
and our Arguments drawen thence. Strange, |. 4.c. 4. p. 791. 
evades the force of this laſt Text thus: What is ſaid Plal. 105. 

25. that God turned their hearts to hate his people, it muſt be un- 
derſtood, that God did it net by perverting the hearts of the Egyp- 
tians, but by doing good to his people, whence the Egyptians took, oc- 
caſion of hatred. (1) We ſay not that God perverted the hearts 
of the Egyptians; that's the commun odioſe conſequence which 
our Adverſaries impoſe on us. But, (2) We avouch, that God 
did more than give occaſion to the Egyptians of hating, by his 
doing good to his people. Is not this a ſtrange Comment, God 
turned their heart to hate by people, i. e. gave occaſion of hatred, 
by. doing good unto his people? Doth not Gods turning the 
heart 
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heart in Scripture Phraſcologie always import his cfhca 0. 
determinative concurſe in applying the wil toits alt? Vi 1 it; 

faid, Prov. 21, 1, God turaeth the heart whitherſoever he w:., is it 

not meant of an efficacious concurſe? Do not alſo the follow. 

ing words, Zſal. 105. 25. to deal ſubtilely with his ſervants, clearly 

implie an efficacious act of God upon their hearts, predetermining 

them to their act? Certainly ſuch Comments are very poor eva. 

lions to elude ſuch clear Texts. As for the other Texts, Stray. 

9144's general anſwer p. 774, 775- 1s, That God is the (auſe of the 

att in thoſe ſins, but not of the pravitic of the Inſtruments, &C. Ard 

what do we ſay or deſire more ? But yet there lies a ſting in this 

very conceſſion of kis: for he addes, p. 774. That God hath de. 

crecd nothing by his Wil of good pleaſure, but what he approves as 

Good, i. e. God hath not abſolutely decreed to permit fin, be: 

cauſe he doth not approve of it. Wherein note, [1] How he 

doth, with the Pelagians and Arminians, confound Gods De 

cretive Wil, with his Approbative conplacential Wil, [2] Wede- 

nie not but God approves of al his own Acts; but the Queſtion 

is touching: objects, Whether God approves of al objetts which by 

his Decretive Wil he decrees to permit ? This we peremptorily de. 

nic, and no way Gout but to make good our denial in its 

lace. 

4. Gods imme- F $. 4. Another Head of Arguments, contains ſuch Scriptures as 
diate hand in mention Gods own immediate band in thoſe eAtts whereunto ſin is ap- 
the Atts of ſin. pendent, We begin with 2 Sam. 12. 11, where God tels David 
2 Sam. 12. 11. by Nathan, that for his folic committed with Uriab's wife, and 
murder, Behold, I wil raiſe up evil againſt thee out of thine own houſe, 

and I wil take thy wive; before thine eyes, and give them unto thy neigh- 

2 Sam. 15, 22, hour, &c. This threat we find fulfilled, 2 Sam. 16. 22. And Ab- 
ſalom went in unto hu Fathers Concubines in the ſight of al Iſrael, 

"What could be more plainly and diſtintly expreſſed to demon- 

-ſtrate Gods immediate concurſe to that entitative aCt of Abſe. 

lom's Sin ? Here Strang, |. 4. c. 4. p. 789. acknowledgeth, 

(1) That Abſalon's Inceſt in violating his fathers bed is by God owned 

as his own Fatt. But, (2) then he anſwers, that this was acknow. 

ledoed for the reaſon above-mentioned, namely, by reaſon of Gods i 

cacrous Gubernation, «Moderation, and Diretion, which he afforded, 

according to the modes _P explicated, aboyt the ſinful Wils of 

Abſalom and «Achitophel, and their aftions in this wickedneſs ; which 

{att is related 2 Sam. 16, 20, KC, For thisss uſual , that the effeR, 

which 
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which ariſeth from two cauſes, whereof the one is effeftive, and the 
other direftive , be aſcribed to both , but in a different reſpett, &c. 
This is the commun anſwer, which he and his Seators give to 
ſuch Scriptures, which ſpeake Gods immediate hand in the enti- 
tative acts of ſin; let us therefore a little examine the force of 
this anſwer. _ 

(1) Take notice, that he allows Gods Gubernation, Moderation 
and Direion of the ACt whereto fin is annexed, but not the pro- 
duition of the aft. This is evident by the Concluſion, wherein he 
makes the Sinner to be the effeft:ive cauſe, but God the direttive 
only. But I replie, how can God efficaciouſly Govern, Moderate, and 
Direit the Act,unleſs he be alſo the effeftive Cauſe thereof ? Take 
his own inſtance, the ſinful wils of Abſalom and Achitophe!, how 
is it poſſible, that God ſhould efficaciouſly govern and direct 
thoſe immanent acts of their ſinful wils, but by influencing their 
wils, and cfficaciouſly predetermining them to aCt ? If God did, 
as he grants, efficaciouſly govern, moderate, and dirett their ſinful 
wils in thoſe immanent aCts of Luſt, certainly he muſt neceſſa- 
rily produce thoſe acts. 2) Neither wil this anſwer at al ſolve 
the Difficultie : for ſuppoſe we grant, that God doth only effi- 
caciouſly govern, moderate, and direCt the ſinful at, not pro- 
duce the entitative mater thereof, yet this efficacious direftive in- 
fluence doth as much make God the Author of lin, as our effefive 


predeterminative concurfe. For Gods efficacious Moderation and 


Direction of the ſinful act, denotes his efficacious Preſervation 
of the at, which is as ſinful as the effection or production of the 
AQ. But more of this hereafter, Chap. 5,6. 


73 


Another Scripture which ſpeaks Gods immediate predetermi- Shimei's c#/ng 
native concurſe in the entitative act of Sin, is 2 Sam. 16. 10, David, bow 
where David ſaith of Shimes, That the Lord ſaid unto him, (urſe 119 God- 
David. And v. 11, Let kim curſe; for the Lord bath bidden him, ***+ 16+ 19, 


Now the force of this argument dependes on the explication of * 


this word or command of God to Shimes, which mult be here ta- 
ken either morally, for a divine precept and injunction, or phy- 
ficly for - an eſhcacious Concurſe and influence. ( 1 ) That it 
cannot be here taken morally for a preceptive word, is moſt evi- 
dent ; becauſe had God commanded Shimei to curſe David, he 
had been the moral cauſe and fo the Author of his ſin. (2) There- 
fore it remains, that it be here taken only phy/icly, for Gods 
efficacious Concurſe ſecretly and Jonnrery inc)ining and apply- 
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ing S2m's wil to the entitative act of this curſing. And in this 
ſenſe the Word of God is frequently taken in Scripture, namely, 
for his cfſicacious predeterminative concurſe, in the Creation, 
Conſervation, and Gubernation of things. 

Now what doth Stranvins replic to this? Why, [.4. c. 4. p. 786. 
he ſaith, Thar Sbimer”s Cnrſings being intrinſecally evil, we may not 
ſay, that God did move or impel him thereto in a proper manner of 
ſpeech, neither that Shimei was the Inſtrument of Go mm theſe afts. 
01:5, as they were determined to ſuch an objett;, but only as direited 
by God to his juſt judgements : and that moſt cert am direttion of God, 
with the adminiſtration of Circumſtances and Occaſions was as a Pre. 
cept. In which Reſponſe note, (1) That he grants, that Si. 
me his curſing was an attion intrinſecally evil : which is a great 
conceſſion, and wil clearly overthrow his own Hypotheſis, and 
prove ours, That God doth predetermine the wi! to the ſmbſtyate ma- 
ter of attions intrinſecally evil, For if Shimet's Curſing was an afti- 
on intrinſecally evil, then ſurely ſuch alſo was the Venditionof 
Foſeph and the Crucifixion of our Lord, which were both as to 
their entitative acts predetermined by God. But (2) he denies, 
that Shimet was the Inſtr: ment of God in theſe ations, as determined 
to ſuch an ob;efF. In the laſt clauſe of this Antitheſis lies the 
ſpirit and force ofal his objections againſt predetermination fo the 
ſubſtrate mater of ſin ; which we intend more fully to examine 
Chap. 6. F. 1. at preſent, we ſay, [1] That Shime: was not the 
inſtrument of any moral but phyſic influence from God : the pre- 
cept or bidding here ſpecified was not moral but phy/ic atid real: 
God did not morally command Shime: to curſe David, but phy- 
ſicly and naturally incline him to the entitative aCt of Curſing 
him; which was as a Precept : this Srrangins grants in the cloſe 
as to Gods direftion, [2 ] Hence if we conſider Shime?'s curſing 
as phyſicly determined to ſuch an object, it was not morally evil 
but ed, and ſo from God : It's true, as it was morally deter- 
mined by Shime: the moral Agent to its object David, ſo it was 
intrinſecally evil, but as it was phyſicly. or naturally determined 
by God, for the puniſhment of Davia, ſo it was both naturally 
and morally good and from God. (3, He placeth the whole of 
Gods Influence to thisaCt, 2 direiting his Aftions to his juſt judge- 
ments, &&c. To which I anſwer. [ 17] How could God direct 
theſe aCtions of Shimes; ſpecially, the immanent adts of his wil, 
(which were the worſt part of his malediction) but by an effi 
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Chap. Shimet's Curſug David bow from God. 7% 
caciqus predeterminative influence on his wil and its afts? 
[2] He grants, that this Dwettion of (God was moſt certain and 
efficaciow: if fo, then certainly predeterminative : and if the di- 
reCtion be predeterminative, is not Gods concurſe to the ſinful 
act conſidered materially and entitatively, predeterminative ? 
[3] 1f Gods direCtive concurſe be predeterminative, as Stram- 
gi muſt by his conceſſions grant, wil not thoſe ugly conſequen. 
ces which he lodes our Hypotheſis with, be al retorted on him ? 
Did not Gods efficacious diretion termine on Shimer's curſing as 
determined to ſuch an obje&t, namely David? And was he not 
the Inſtrument of this efficacious direCtion ? 
Baronins, Metaph. $. 8. Diſp. 3. p. 158. anſwers this Text thus: 
To that maledittion of Shimes it is anſwered, That God commanded 
Shimes to curſe David, not by bending his wil, but by opening to him 
the way to this evil, and by oY it to al other evils, 1. e. by per- 
emitting him to att this only, whenas he was ready for many other evils. 
A poor evaſion indeed, and ſuch as if admitted would make the 
whole Scripture but as a Noſe of Waxe. (1) Doth not David 
ſay categoricly, that God bid, (i. e. not morally but phylicly } 
Shimes to curſe? And what can this implie, but the bending his 
wil to the ſubſtrate mater, or entitative At? (2) Can it be 
imagined, that David could mean only a mere otioſe and ſpecu- 
latrve permiſſion, and not an active concurrence to the aft it 
ſelf entitatively conſidered? (3) Doth not Baronius confeſs, that 
God opened to him the way to this evil? And if ſo, muſt he not 
then open Shime:'s heart to the mater of it? Did not the main 
att of malediction ariſe from his wil ? And if that were not open- 
ed to the entitative act, would the way to this evil have been 
ever opened ? 
Again, Gods immediate predeterminative hand in thoſe ats, 
whereunto ſin is neceſſarily appendent , may be demonſtrated 
from 2 Sam. 24. 1. eAnd again the anger of the Lord was kindled 2Sam. 24.1. 
againſt Iſrael, and he moved David againſt them , to ſay , Go number 
Iſrael and 7udah, Here it is expreſlely ſaid , that God moved Da- 
»d to number the people. NDN, and he moved or excited, 5.e, efh- 
cciouſly determined and applied his wil to the ſubſtrate mater of 
this command to number the people. Hence Strargins, pag.79g0. 
anſwers, (1) That the He here muſt be meant of Satan , who is ſaid, 
1 Chron. 21. 1. to ſtir up David to number the people. And he 
cites for this Comment 7m with others. But alas! — 
L 2 fabter- 
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x Sag, 25. 19, 


David's »nmbering the people how from God. Book IN. 


ſubterfuges wil men flie unto to avoid the force and evidence of 
Divine light ? Doth not Grammatic conſtruction, as wel as the 
mind of the words utterly reject ſuch a gloſſe ? The Particle He 
here 1s not a diſtinct Pronoun, as our Engliſh Verſion reads it, but 
included in the Verbe ND? which is by the Copulative 1 joined to 
the former part, and rhe anger of the Lord was kindled : fo that if 
the paſlive, was kindled, belongs to the Lords anger, then alſo muſt 
what follows, and he moved. Neither is this ſenſe aliene from 
other Scriptures: for 1 Sam, 26. 19. David ſaith, That God had 
ſtirred up Saul againſt him, i. e. efficaciouſly moved him to the enti. 
tative act of perſecuting David. Thence (2) Strangius fearing 
the ruinous downfal of this refuge flies to another , thus: Bur if 
we follow the commun interpretation , it appears, that the ſame fit u 
aſcribed to God and Satan, and therefore it muſt be on a different ac. 
count : and here alſo the varietie in the end and mode makgs the unſpot. 
ted Fuſtice of God to ſhine forth, and the malice of Satan and pravitie 
of man to diſcover itſelf. For [1] the attion of numbering the people 
was not in itſelf evil, ['2} Divines diſtinguiſh between tentation of 
probation and. ſedttion. [3] Here the ; things concur , which 
were before explicated of the ſame ſenſe, whereby God u ſaid to incline 
zo evil, namely the permiſſion and laxation of the reins to Satan, the ob- 
lation of occaſions and irritaments , tmpediments being removed, and 
the ſuſpenſion of Divine Grace : which things concurring with the pra- 
witie of nature, ſin neceſſarily follows. 

(1) We grant, that the ſame fat is aſcribed to God and Satan 


- on different accounts : God put the thought entitatively conſide- 


red into Davids heart, but Satan ſtirred up his heart to the act of 
numbering the people ; God in judgement gave over David to 
this ſin, that it ſhould be at this time when God was angry with 
Iſrael : There is a ſpecial providence of God even in the ebulli- 
tions of luſts in the hearts of his own pzople. Thus alſo in the 
wicked ; who put that thought of murder conſidered materially 
into the heart of Eſau, When my father is dead I wil ſlay my brother 
Facob Was it not from God ? Whence came that motion into 
the heart of F«ds to betray Chriſt, with al the circumſtances ma- 


_ terially conſidered referring thereto ? were they not from God? 


Thus here, God put the entitative thought of numbering the peo- 
ple into the heart of David, albeit Satan ſtirred it up; and God 
was the Orderer,albeit Satan the Abettor and in ſome ſenſe theAu- 
thor of it; for God is only the prime phyſic cauſe of the natural 
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Chap. 3: Several Texts examined, &dc. 


entitic , but Satan the moral cauſe or Author of the vitioſitie: 
again, the concurſe of God to the natural entitative att is imme- 
diate, efficacious, and predeterminative, but Satans concurſe only 
m:diate, obj=Rive, and ſuaſtve, though with more or leſle degrees 
of moral efficacitie, as Eph. 2.2. Again, (2) we grant, that the 
different ends and modes of operating make Gods unſpotted 
Juſtice and mans pravitie to ſhine forth. (3) We are glad, that 
Strangius wil grant, the attion of numbering the people not to be 
1 itſelf evil, Whence, by a paritie of reaſon, we argue, That 
no ation, though never ſo intrinſecally evil, is in itſelf, 5.e, as 
conſidered in its phyſic entitative aft , and according to its ſub- 
ſtrate mater, ſinful : for certainly if Davids numbering the peo- 
ple, which was a ſin attended with ſo much pride, vain-glorie, and 
confidence in an arme of fleſh, with other aggravations, which 
ſo greatly provoked God, were not in itſelf evil, no other fin con- 
ſidered in its mere entitative and phylic act is ſuch. Yea, Ias yet 
ſee no reaſon why this ſin of David conſidered in its individual 
circumſtances and moral relation to its object and principes, may 
not be eſtimed a ſin intrinſecally evil, as wel as Shime/'s curſin 
David. But (4) Strangins's ſummary concluſion , That Gods 
concurſe to Davids ſin was only an idle permiſſion, laxation of the reins 
to Satan, and oblation of occaſions , with ſuſpenſion of Divine Grace, 
is very contradictory both to the letter and mind of the Text, 
which ſaith poſitively, that God moved, or excited, and ſtirred up the 
mind of David,not morally, but phyſicly,to the entitative aCt of num- 
bering the people. Certainly, when the Scripture ſpeakes ſo ca- 
tegoricly and poſitively of Gods moving the wil to its a, to reſtrain 
ſuch moving influences and cauſalitie, only to mere zdle permiſſion, 
or objettive oblation of occaſions , or negatzve ſuſpenſions of Divine 
Grace, what is this but to make the Scripture contradictory to it- 
ſelf, or affirmation and negation applicable to the ſame words ? 
How eaſily might an Atheilt hence take advantage to elude al 
Scripture! 

But to paſſe on to other Texts, that clearly expreſſe Gods im- 
mediate predeterminative concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin- 
ful ats. 1 Kings 11.31, the Lord faith, 7 wil rend the kingdome 
out of the hand of Solomon. $0 verſ. 37. to Jeroboam, I wil take 
thee and thou ſhalt reigne, &c, Whence 1 Kings 12, 15. it's ſaid, 
that the cauſe why Rehoboam hearkened not unto the people, ws 
from the Lord, that he might performe his ſzying, Kc. $0 ver. 24. 
God 
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Several Texts examieed that expreſſe 


King : and chap. 10. 30. Febn is ſaid ro do wnto the houſe of Abab a 
that was in Gods heart. From theſe Texts it's molt evident, that 
the holy God aſſumes to himſelt the production of ſuch enits 
tive natural afts, which had ſin neceſſarily appendent to them, 

Now let us examine what reſponſe Srrangue gives hereto: 1. 4. 
C4. p. 793. rejecting the anſwer -of Bellarmine, ( which to me ig 
as good as his, yea not really different) he anſwers, It « not ux. 
likely bit that Jeroboam and Jehu, albeit in taking the Kingdome they 
ſinned not as to the thing itſelf and ſubſtance of the att , becauſe in, 
ſtruited by Gods-command, yet in manner of alting, as they were pro 
fane men, they variouſly ſinned by mingling their own ambition and de. 
praved affettions with the works of Goa, Thence he concludes, That 
whatever their ſins were, yet the juſtice of God ſufficiently ſhines forth 
51 the whole of this Adminiſtration , becanſe God uſed both the Kings 
and people in this works only as inſtruments to execute his juſt judge. 
ments, &C, 

To give a brief replie hereto, it is very evident, that al that 
Straxgins hath given us in anſwer to theſe Texts, doth but more 
confirme us in the true ſenſe we give of them. For (1) it is ma. 
nifeſt, that Feroboaw and Fehr, with the Revolters their Adhe- 
rents, ſinned not only in the mode or manner, but in the very ſub 

ſtance of their afts : For is not High treaſon againſt a lawful King 
an aCt ſinful as to its ſubſtance ? And were not Rehoboam and Abab 
both lawful Kings ? Was not. Rehoboam Solomons Son , whom God 
made King ? It's true, Zereboam and Febx had private prophetic 
Inſtruttions and UnCtions, but yet thoſe gave them no real title 
before the people, but only ſecret intimations what God would in 
his providence bring to paſſe. David had a promiſe of the King- 
dom and alſo Divine Union ; and yet he- confeſſeth , that God 
gave him no actual title to the Kingdom in the eyes of men ; but 
he ſtil ownes Saul as his Soverain King, and the Lords Anointed : 
and ſo ought Feroboam and Fehr their lawful Soverains, til God 
had given them a legal title before men, (2) But ſuppoſe Fere- 
boamand Fehu's ſin were only in the manner , not in the ſubſtance 
of the aCt, yet certain it is, that the peoples ſin, before God had, 
declared his ſoverain wil to them, was high Treaſon, and fo ſub- 
ſtantially evil. (3) Yea further , grant that they al ſinned but. 
in the mode, not in the ſubſtance of their ats, yet whether the ak 


BoakIN. 
. God ſaith expreſlely, The thing [5. e. the revolt of Iſrael} uw frow 
2 Kings 9. 3-& me. So of Fehu, God faith, 2 Kings g. 3. 1 have anointed theg 
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Chap.3- Godv prediterminntive Conturſe, eb. 


be fubſtantially or modally only ſinful, it comes al to one in this 
caſe of Divine concurſe and predetermination : For if God con- 
cor to the fubſtrate mater of aCts modally ſinful, why may he not 
as wel concur to the ſubſtrate mater of aCts ſubſtantially ſinful ? 
Do not ofr Adverſaries hereby, according to their Principes, 
make God the Anthor of modat ſins ? Or, is not the entitakgge act 
of moJal and ſubſtantial ſins the ſame as to kind , namely a=cal 
phyſic or natural good ? and therefore if God concur to the one, 
why not alſo to the other ? Aſſuredly, the moſt refined Wits wil 
never find out a ſufficient diſparitie between a&ts modally and 
ſubſtantially ſinful, ſo as to allow God an efficacions concurſe to 
the ſubſtrate mater of the one, but not of the other. (4) Stran- 
gius grants in the cloſe, That God uſed both theſe Kitigs and their 
matinous Adberents as inſtruments in this worke , to execiite his juſt 


judgements, &c," Did he ſo indeed ? Did he not then alſo make 


uſe of their politic contrivements, ambitioſe wils, and rebellious 
affetions as 1nſtraments in this worke? Andif ſo, did not God 
alſo move, excite, applic, yea predetermine their wils to the ſub. 
ſtrate mater of their traitorons rebellious defignes and exploits ? 
Do not al theſe conſequences hang together in an indiſſoluble 
chain of invict Reaſon? To cloſe up thoſe arguments with that 
of (atoin, Hſtitut. bib, 1. cap. 18. $. 4. paz. 78. *But now how it 
tmay be from God, and governed by his ſecret providence, which 
(men wickedly undertake, we have an illuſtrious document in 


the Eleftion of King Feroboam ; in which the madneſſe and te- 


©meritie of the people is ſeverely condemned , becauſe they per- 
cyerted the order eſtabliſhed by God, and perfidiofely departed 
© from the familie of David: and yet we know, that God would 
t have him anointed 5 whence in the words of Hoſea, c. 8. 4. there 
cappears a kind of repugnance ; becauſe God there complains, 
That that Kingdome was erefted contrary to hi: wil and kyowleoe , 
cand yet c. 13. 11. he declares, That he gave Feroboam to be King 
©in his wrath. How Can theſe things agree ? Thence he concludes, 
'We ſee therefore that Ged , who nilled the perfidie or treacherie, yet, 
i for another end, juſtly willed the defeftion. And if God juſtly wil- 


led the defeCtion, he alſo juſtly moved and predetermined them 


to the ſubſtrate mater thereof ; for predetermination anſwers 
adequately to God predefinition or abſolute volition, as Stran- 


LULL grants. 


79 


We adde to the fore-cited Texts, 1 King. 22, 23, Now there- 1 Rings 22.3: 
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fore behold, the Lord bath put a lying ſpirit in the meh of at theſe thy 
Prophets , and the Lord hath ſpok;n evil concerning thee, (1) The 
Lord hath put, 992, hath given forth, delivered, or put, LXX. Wan, 
hath given. It notes here an efficacious enthuſiaſtic intuſion, 
which of al kinds of predetermination is moſt prevalent and ir- 
reſiſtible. (2) Note alſothe ſin, it isa lying ſpirit , which cer. 
tainly denotes an act intrinſecally evil : For 1s it not a fin of the 
firſt magnitude to forge lying Prophecies, and impoſe them on 
men as the Oracles of God, thereby to delude their ſouls into 
Hel? Such was the caſe here : and yet, 10! it's ſaid, that this ve. 
ry ſin was, as to its ſubſtrate mater or entitative act, from God; 
can any thing be ſpoken more nakedly and clearly to evince and 
demonſtrate the truth of our Hypotheſis ? 

What doth Strangiw replie to this? His anſwer we find, {b. 4. 
cap. 4. pag. 788. We muſt note , that thu oration from the Prophet 
Micalah # parabolic, in which various things are ſpoken ayIgunonala;, 
to our Capacitie ;, and in a Parable althings are not to be cut open to the 
quick, but that only muſt be regarded , which belongs to the ſcope of the 
Parable—— But in that God ſaid, ver\. 22. Go forth and do ſo, it 
muſt be underſtood of Divine permiſſion : for we uſe the Imperative 
Mode not only in commanding, but alſo in permitting, or giving licence, 
And albeit there be mention made of a Divine precept , yet that xs not 
otherwiſe to be taken, than for the efficacious direftion of God, for the 
execktion of his juſt judgement, that God delivered Ahab and his falſ: 
Prophets left by God to be deceived by Satan : of which Tradition af- 
terward, 

In anſwer hereto, (1) what Swangins means by his parabolic 
Oration is not eaſie to divine. For we know, that al Parables 
conſiſte of two parts, the Propoſition and Redduion or moral : and 
what is there to be ſound of theſe in this Text or Contexture? 
But this ſeems moſt like to Srrangin's deſign, to bring this Text 
to a parabolic image, thereby to elude its argumentative force; 
for Divines grant, That parabolic or fymbolic Theologie is not argu 
mentative , further than the ſcope and mind of the Symbol reach- 
eth. That here is ſomething ſpoken dyfgarerels;, or according 
to human capacitie | eaſily grant, but this doth not at al invali- 
date the argument, but rather confirme it. The wiſe God ſpeakes 
according to the manner of men, i:quiring, examining, and expett- 
1g what the iſſue would be, thereby the more fully to demonſtrate 
his efficacious predeterminative concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater 
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Chap. 3. Gods predeterminative Concurſe, ec. 


of this ſinful at. (2) As for the command of God, verſ. 22. Go 
forth and do ſo, it can in no ſober ſenſe be underſtood of a mere 
permiſſion. For al permiſſion is either moral or phyſic and natu- 
ral: it cannot be meant of a moral permiſſion , which Serangius 
ſeems to incline unto: for if God had given the lying ſpirit a li- 
cence, or legal permiſſion to deceive, how could he be vindicated 
from being the Author of the ſin? Is not lying a ſin intrinſecally 
evil ? Should not the holy God then, according to this ſenſe, be 
the Author of a ſin intrinſecally evil? Neither can it be meant of 
a mere ſpeculative phyſic permiſſion , as to the ſubſtrate mater : 
for it's expreſſed in a terme of the moſt aCtive import, the Lord 
hath put, 1M). This Divine precept therefore mult denote an effi- 
cacious real influence, ſuch as predetermined thoſe lying ſpirits 
to the ſubſtrate mater of their ſin. Yea, (3) is.there not ſo much 
included in the laſt clauſe of Srrangims's replic, wherein he grants, 
This Divine precept to be taken for the efficacious direttion of God, for 
the execution of his juſt judgement ? Now what is Gods efficacious 
diceCtion, but a part of his efficacious predeterminative concurſe ? 
And how could God efficacioully direct theſe lying ſpirits in Ahabs 
falſe Prophets, but by a predeterminative intluence applying their 
minds and wils to the ſubſtrate mater of their falſe prophetic in- 
ſpirations ? 


31 


I ſhal conclude this Head with Rev. 17. 17. where ſpeaking of Rev. 17. 17. 


the tex Hornes, which gave their power to the Beſte, he ſaith, God 
bath put into their hearts to fulfil his wil , and to agree and give their 
kingdome unto the Beſte. That phraſe 5 @ds Iſorey cis Tas xap- 
das, is very emphatic, and notes not the infuſion of any vitiolitie, 
but the efficacious predetermining their wils to the ſubſtrate ma- 
ter or entitative act, and permiſſion of- the vitiolitie. *"E Haxey 
here exaCtly anſwers to [N3, 1 Kings 22. 23. which the LXX. ren- 
der $Saxe, and here ſignifies, ro cauſe the mater effettually to be 
brought about, as the ſame word ſignifies, Mar. 12. 39. & 16. 4. & 
24. 24. Mar. 13.22. A, 2.19. & 14.3. Rom. 15. 5. Rev. 3. 4. 
and elſewhere. Whence it follows: aujoa: # yroulw wry, to ful- 
fil his wil. Toro au here ſignifies; powerfully to effett, or to performe 
with ſingular efficace , in which ſenſe it is uſed alſo Mar. 7. 22. & 
13.58. or to effett with labor and induſtrie , as it's uſed, Att. g. 39. 
& 19. 24. Heb. $8. 5. yveun (ignifics properly a decree, ſentence, oc 
confirmed purpoſe ; lo here. So that the mind of this Text ſeems 
this : The bleſſed God paſſed an abſolute irreverſible decree or 
M 


purpoſe, 


Several Texts examined that expreſſe Book HL 


purpoſe , that the Adherents of Antichrilt ſhould give up their 
Power and Kingdome to him; and thence he , by an efficacious 
concurſe, predetermined their wils to the ſubſtrate mater of thoſe 
acts, whereunto fin was annexed, for the glorifying of his Juſtice, 
on Antichriſt, and his power and mercie towards his afflited 
Churches, 

Now let us examine the ſubterfuges men ſhelter themſelyes 
under , to avoid the force of this Text. A reverend Divine of 
name among vs replies thus: *(1) He that readeth Dr. Ham. 
' monds Expolition applying this to Alaricus ſacking Rome , with 
© the effets, wil ſee that the very ſubjett is ſo dubious and dark, as 
© not fit to found ſuch a Doftrine on. (2) It was the effect of 
© ſin that God willed, and not the fin. (3) He is not ſaid to put 
© the ſin into their hearts,— but only to do his pleaſure , and agree 
© tro give up, &c. which he could molt eaſily do by putting many 
eyood and lawful thoughts into their hearts, which with their 
© own ſins, would have that effect , which he willed : if a thief 
© havea wil to rob, God may put it into his heart to go ſuch or 
© ſuch a way , where a wicked man to be puniſhed wil be ia his 
© way. - Thus that reverend Divine. 

In anſwer hereto we ſay, That whatever mens Comments may 
be, yet certainly the ſubjeCt is not ſo dark , but carries evidence 
enough with it, that it can be meant of no other than of the ten 
hornes, which give up their Kingdome to the Antichriſtian Beſte, 
(2) Whereas he ſaith, Ir was the = of their ſin that God willed, 
and not the ſin, this ſeems contradictory to the very letter as wel as 
to the mind of the words: for it's ſaid, [1] God hath put it into 
their hearts, i.e. not only the effect, but the very material entita- 
tive att, Then [2] ro fulfil his wil, i.e. his decree, ſo ro un here 
muſt note. Now God decreed the very act, and not only the ef. 
fe; and therefore his predetermining concurſe muſt alſo reach 
the very a: according to that great theologic Axiome allowed 
by Strangixs and others , That predetermination neceſſarily follows 
predefinition , or Gods abſolute Decree. Yea [37 it's ſaid, That 
God put into their hearts , not only to fulfil his wil , but alſo to agree 
and give their Kingdome to the Befle. To agree, notham ular yroulw, 
unanimouſly to make one EdrQ or Decree , and that at a Council-table. 
Which clearly denotes a deliberate, firme, unanimous conſent of 

iving up their power to the Beſte. And doth not this clearly 

peak the act of their ſin, as welas the efiet ? And is not this att 
as 
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as to its entitative mater, ſaid to be put into their hearts by God ? 
So much alſo the next Verbe ya importes, namely their delibe. 
rate free donation of their power, wherein the formalitie of their 
ſin lies : and yet this very act, as to its ſubſtrate mater, is ſaid to 
be from God, Whence (3) whereas he ſaith, God 5s not ſaid to 
ut the ſin into their bearts,— but only to do his pleaſure and agree, 
&c. I eaſily grant, [1] That God did not put the fin formally 
conſidered into their heart ; for God temtes no one to ſin; but yet 
he put the material entitative act of the ſin into their heart. For 
wherein lay the malignitie of their ſin, but in this, that they una- 
nimouſly and peremtorily agreed or decreed to give up their 
power to the Belte ? And is not this very act, entitatively conſi- 
dered, ſaid to be put into them by God? And was it not alſo 
Gods pleaſure or ſtated Decree, that they ſhould thus agree ? &c. 
And [2] whereas he ſaith, God could make them do his pleaſure 
moſt eaſily, by putting many good and lawful thoughts into their hearts, 
&c. is not thisa very ſlender evaſion ? what the leaſt mention is 
there of any ſuch thing in the Text ? Yea, is it not expreſſely ſaid, 
That God put into their hearts to agree, &c? And did not the poi- 
ſon of their ſin lie in this maligne bloudy agreement ? Albeit the 
holy God be ſufficiently vindicated from the leaſt imputation of 
any hand in this conſpiracie, in that he decreed and produced on- 
ly the entitative act, not the vitioſitie. [3] His inſtance or 
{imilitude from the Thief that hath 2 wil to rob, &c. is extreme 
lame and nothing to the purpoſe; for it's evidently ſaid in the 


'Text, that God not only concurred to the externe acts and effefts, 


but that he put it into their hearts to agree, Kc, So that the very 
wil and conſent, entitatively conſidered, was from God. 

Let us now examine what Strangins replies to this, who hb. 4. 
cap, 10. pag. 855. acknowlegeth this Text Rev. 17. 17. to be meant 
of the ten hornes grumg their power to the Beſte ;, but yet ſo as that 
if we andertand the words (1) of Gods putting it ints their minds 
to agree, &c. © then the ſenſe muſt be no other than, 2 Theſ. 2. 
© 13. Rom. 1.28, and like places, which ſpeak of Gods delivering 
©men upto a reprobate mind, and ſending the efficace of error, 
(that they might ſerve Antichriſt, And here the diſtinftion 
' muſt always concur, when in the ſame action ſin and puniſhment 
*concur, that not mens fins, but Gods judgements and puniſh- 
©ments mult be aſcribed to God, In this ſenſe God is faid to 
( excite, impel, and incline to ſin, Before we paſle on to Stranginss 

M 2 ſecond 
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ſecond anſwer , let us a little examine this. [17] He grants, 
that God judicially may and doth concur to fin, yea excite, impel, 
and incline men to 1t, And doth not this fully overthrow his own 
Hypotheſis and confirme ours ? For if God in judgement mpel, 
excite, and zncline men to one ſin, as a puniſhment of another, is 
ne not then as much the Author of ſin in this way , as in ours? 
[2] How Goth God judicially puniſh one ſin by another, but, to 
uſe his own words, by delivering ſuch up to a reprobate mind and 
the cſſicace of error? Andif ſo, then mult not the ſubſtrate acts 
ot ſuch judicial dercliftion be from God ? Of this hercafter, 

.6. 
: But (2) I paſſe on to his ſecond anſwer, whercon he ſeems to 
lay the moſt weight, though indeed molt feeble: © But, faith he, 
© becauſe thoſe words, Rev. 17. 17. are immediately ſubjoined to 
© verſ. 16. and are connected therewith by the rational Particle 
*yag, Which points out the reaſon of that which next follows, 
© namely, that thoſe ten Kings having changed their opinion, 
© ſhould deſtroy the Whore and Antichriſt, it ſeems to me more 
© commodious, if in that verſ. 17. there be a reaſon given of this 
© famoſe change, that they who were before the fricnds and val- 
©ſfals of Antichriſt, ſhould be afterwards enemics and adverſarics 
<to him, namely, becauſe God hath put this into their heart, 
© And the firſt words of ver. 17. ſuſhciently accord to this Expo- 
©ſition— But what is ſubjoined, That they might give their 
© Kingdome to the Beſte, until the word of God ſhonld be conſummate, 
<[ ſhould think ought to be expoundcd negatively, &c. Thus 
Stranginus. 

A itrange comment indeed ! Jet us a little inquire into it, 
(1) How infirm is his argument from the rational particle yag, 
to make what follows, the fwlfilling of Gods wil, to refer only to 
the deſtroying of Antichriſt ? whereas the particle xg ſeems 
rather to refer to the whole verſe, and more particularly to the 
laſt clauſe, until the Word of God ſha! be fulfilled; and ſo it notes, 
that God put it into their hearts to fulfil hislWil, [17 In agreeing to 
give their Kingdom to the Beſte, and [ 2] When the words of 
God were fulfilled, 1. ec. Antichriſts reign expired, then ro hate the 
Whore, &c. And this makes the whole contexture of the words 
natural and evident. So that wv. 17, is not only a reaſon of the 
change, mentioned v. 16. but alſo an account of the whole ſeries 
of their aCtions both whiles friends to, and encmics againſt = 
chrilt, 
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chrilt. (2) As for what is ſubjoined v. 17. That they might give 
their Kinodome to the Beſte, I cannot but admire with what ſha- 
dow of reaſon Srrangius can underſtand this negatively, as 1! they 
ſhould not give their Kingdom to the Beſte : certainly if ſuch 
gloſſes ſhould be admitted, we might cally find in Scripture ſub- 
| rerſuges for the worſt Hercſies and Immoralities? Why may 
not the molt profane debauched wretch, when he is preſſed with 
| thoſe Commands, Tho» ſhalt rot commit adulterie, Thou ſhalt not 
kill, &c, replie, that theſe Scriptures mult not be taken negative- 
| ly but affirmatively, Thou ſhalt commit adilterie, &c? But Stran- 
oe faw ful wel, that the afirmative ſenſe of thoſe words, That 
| they might give their Kingdome to the Beſte, would quite ſabyert his 
| forced ſenſe oithe foregoing words, and therefore he ſaw no way 
| leſt, but to ſecure himſelf by reducing this later affirmative clauſe 
to a negative, though contrary to the expreſle letter and mind of 
| the words, But (3) being after al his gloſles ſenſible of the infir- 
| mitie and invaliditie of this reſponſe, he p. 856. flies again to his 
; old refuge, telling us, © That if any ſhal think this expoſition of 
> © ©the laſt member not ſufficient, but that beyond it there muſt 
(be alſo ſignified, that God did put it into their hearts to give their 
3 i ©Kingdome to the Beſte, | have no mind to contend about this 
© mater, fithat the ſenſe is ſufficiently ſane, which ever way the 
(words be underſtood, In cvil works God is not the cauſe of the 
' moral evil, but of the ſubſtrate act and puniſhment, or Judge- 
> I * ment which is annected to the fin ; but in good works, not only 
) @ of the ſubſtrate aCt, but alſo of tne moral Bonitie, &c. Who 
of us denies this ? would our Adverfaries but ſtick cre, how 
ſoon would our Controverſte be ended ? But here lics the ſting, 
even in this plauſible conceſſion 5 Serangue with the reſt would 
fain perſwade us, that there are ſome acts of in fo intrinſecally 
3 | evil, as that you cannot ſeparate the phyſic natural a&t from its 
| moral Vitiolitie. 
. F. We deſcend now to ſuch Scriptures as mention Gods Gods effi-a:74:,; 
) I efficacious Permiſſion of fin. The former Heads regard only the £4 + 
ſubſtrate mater or enttative att of ſin, but this ſin in its formal © 
nature. Our Adverfaries, the Pelagians, Feſrites, Arminians and 
Semi. Armintans or New Methodiſts, al grant Gods permiſſion of” 
* | Sin, but only ſuch as is orzoſe, ſpeculative, negative and naked, with: 
> | outany efficacious active Influence for the production of its en- 
- | titative act, or direction of it to its proper ends; But the ſacred 
Scriptures 
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Scriptures aſcribe to God a poſitive, efficaciow, direftive, and ord; 
native permiſſion of (in, ariting trom his poſitive abſolute yoli. 
tion to permit it, So it's ſaid of Elr's Sons, 1 Sam, 2. 25. They 
hearkened not to the voice of their father, becauſe the Lord would ſlay 
them. The conjunction 9 here is Cauſal, and reſolves their fi 
into the efficacious permiſſive Wil of God: The Soverain Lord 
had, by an abſolute peremtorie decree, predetermined to leaye 
the Sons of El: to this ſin of Diſobedience both againſt their Fa. 
ther and God, which ſhould prove the cauſe of their temporal 
-andeternal ruine; and thence it's ſaid, they hearkgned nor, becaul, 
the Lord would ſlay them: the wil of God was not properly the 
.cauſe of their {in or ſlaughter, yet their ſin was a conſequent of 
Gods Wil efficaciouſly permitting it to be. I am not ignorant, 
that ſome of late have endeayored to give the cauſal particle y 
a more ſoft, as they phraſe it, Verſion z and among theſe ſome 
make it concluſive, and ſo render it ideo, idcirco, quapropter : 
others render it quamvis, as Twrnvms ;, others otherwiſe : But 
certainly our Engliſh Verſion, which renders it ca:ſally, becauſe, 
ſeems much more agreeable to the mind of the Words and al the 
ancient Verſions : So the LXX. who render the words thus, 4x 
Prabunr©& ibiasro xveus Srapdfiggt duTis, becauſe the Lordin willing 
willed to deſtroy them. Inwilling willed, 1. e. according to the He. 
braic Idiome, _—_—__ efficaciouſly , immutablely and abſolute 
willed, Thus alſo the ancient Syriac and Arabic Verſions, wit 

ſome later, Munſter, Pagnine, Arias Montanus, Funius and Tre- 
melius, Oſiander, Piſcator, Malvenda, with the Tigurine and Belgic 
Verſions; yea Caſtalio not excepted, render cauſally, becauſe, 


| according to our ſenſe and interpretament, 


Let us examine now what Strangixs returns in anſwer to this 
Text, lib. 4. cap. 6. pag. 809, &c. He anſwers, (1) That the ſons 
of El: were , for their flagitioſe impieties , deſtined and devoted by 
God to Yuine. (2) That the puniſhment of death here mentioned, 
ſeems properly and direitly to be underſtood of temporal, not eternal, 
(3) That however it be, asit is manifeſt, that y nab of damna- 
tion and the infliting of puniſhment, ſo it's neceſſary that the preſes 
ence of every ſin be preſuppoſed in the eternal purpoſe of God, of damn. 
ing and inflitting punsſhnent, whether temporal or eternal. (4) That 
the particle Quia Becauſe, here uſed, doth not alwayes denote a proper 
cauſe, but areaſon of conſequence, which may be + from the effeQ, 
and other arguments beſides the cauſe, &C. 


Strangins 
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Strangiud here raiſeth a great deal of dult, to blind our eyes 
from bcholding the Meridian light of this Text ; but to anſwer 
briefly: (2) We fay, that his firſt anſwer ſmells tuo rankly of ,__— 
Pclagianiime, in that it makes the ſins of men the cauſe of the 
Divine Wil: The Sons of El; were not for their flagitioſe Impicties 
deſtined by God to ruine, as if their flagitiole Impieties were cauſa- 
tive of and influential on Divine deſtination; but the Soverain 
God deſtined, by anabſolute decrce, to leave them to thoſe fla- 
gitioſe ſins, and for them to deſtroy them. What are the dan- 
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geroug conſequents of ſuch a conditional R-probation, we intend 
more fully to ſhew hereafter, c.5. $. 3. (2) That the Death 
here intended and inflicted was only temporal, is too crude a no. 
tion for a Divine inſtruCtted in the knowlege of divine wrath : 
Yea, Strangius contelſeth , that they merited eternal wrath; and 
how then could they be excmted from it, who had rcjeted the 
Merits of their Mefſias ? (3) What he addes, tonching the 
preſcience of every 11n to be preſuppoſed in Gods eternal purpoft 
of damning men, has a tincture alſo of rank Pelagianiſme : for 
if the preſcience or previſion of actual ſins, yea of final Impeni- 
tence, be that which moves the divine Wil to decree the Dam. 
nation of men, then it wil, by a paritie of reaſon, neceſſarily 


follow, that the preſcience or previſion of mens Faith and final - 


Perſeverance is that which moves the divine Wil to ele&t men: 
for if Reprobation be conditional, EleCtion mult be ſo alſo, as 
our Divines on Scripture-reaſon ſtrongly demonſtrate. Dave- 
nant in his Animadverſ. againſt Hoard, inviftly proves, p. 226, 
and elſewhere, That Decrees purely con litional are very much un- 
becoming the Divine Wil. But of t'1s more in what follows, c, 
5.4.3. (4) Asfor the Particle Q-:a, Becauſe, [1] We grant, 
that it doth not alwayes denote a proper Cauſe, but a reaſon of Conſe- 
quence, and that taken ſometimes from the effet. But, [2] that 
it cannot denote a reaſon of Conſequence taken from the Effe&t 
in this Text, is moſt evident; becauſe Gods Wil to ſlay them 
was not the effe& of their diſobedience, but their diſobedience 
was the conſequent of Gods wil to ſlay them. | 3] Take notice, 
that we do not ſay, that Gods wil was the caul? of their diſobe- 
dience or ruine, but only that the later was the conſequent of 
the former : God in his moſt ſoverain wiſe and efficacious pur. 
poſe decreed to leave the fons of E; to ſuch flagitioſe ſins, as 
ſhould prove the cauſe of their ruine, both-temporal and cternal : 

ated 


the conſequent of the Suns retirement into the inferior He. 
miſphere, 

Again, Gods efficacious permiſſive wil about ſin may be de. 

Job 12. 16,17, Monſtrated from Fob 12.16. The deceiver and deceived are his, 

þ. e. Juſto ju- P21 3W 19, His or unto him #s the deceiver and the decerved, 

dicio permirtit 1. e, he doth in jult judgement permit men to deceive and to he 

errare & fe- (eceived, as Yatablis on this Text. Which Afercer thus more 

duct, Vata5!u5- gyly explicates: © L underſtand this not only of falſe Worſhip, 
© butalſo of al errors that are committed every where; although 
© more ſpeciallly in Polities and Cities to be governed, «where 
©God ſtirs up fome who draw others into error, that they might 
* follow their fallacious counſel, and enter on a pernictole Courſe 
© for their own dammage.—— God therefore impels and draws 
« ſome iato error: not that the Lord is the Author of Error or 
© Sin; but that their ſin and defeCtion from God leads them there. 
*to, God not only merely permitting, but alſo ordaining, &c. 
Whence it's added, v. 17. He leadeth connſellers away ſpoiled, and 
maketh the Fuages fools;, ſpoiled, Aw, 1. ce, of their wiſdom and 
counſel, as it tollows. So it's taken, Pſal. 76. 6. The valiant ar: 
ſpoiled of their heart, 1.e, deprived of their courage. And makgth 
the Fudges fools, am, infatuat, Or ad inſaniam aaigit, as Mercer, 
He infatuates them, Again, v.20. He removeth away the ſpeech 
of the truſty, and taketh away the underſt anding of the aged. yu, 
the Fudzement, Diſcretion, Counſel, Prudence, Senſe : Hebr. the ſa. 
vor Or experimental taſt. Sov. 24. He taketh away the heart of the 
chief of the People of the earth, and cauſeth them to wander in a Wik 
derneſſe where there is no way, The like Det. 28. 28. and Eſa, 1g. 
Ii, 12, 33. ks. 

Now let us ſee what anſwer Strangie, 1. 4.c. 9. p. 836. gives 
hereto: © It muſt be obſerved, ſaith he, that Fob in this Chapter 
©doth in an illuſtrious manner diſcourſe of Gods Providence ſo 
© ordering things, that nothing comes to pals caſually or fortuj- 
© touſly, nothing without his deſtinated counſel, that nothing s 
© done but what he wils, either by permitting that it be done, or by 
© doing of it, as Auguſt. Enchirid. c. gg. ſo that God doth effect 
*and procure whatever things are good, and alſo wiſely fore- 
©knowing the future event, doth permit ſins, which he diredts 
*to good ends ordained by him.—— Deſervedly therefore 7ob 


©among other things obſerves, that it is from Divine Providence, 
that 
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and hereupon their ſin and ruine followed, as Darkneſle ig 
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« that ſome errc, and draw others intoerror ; and that both as to 
«£ maters of Religion, and in other maters of this life ; not thar 
<js he the Author of ſeduCtion and errors, but becauſe God, for 
< the contemt and abuſe of his light, delivers them deſtitute there- 
of into a mind void of judgement, and preſenting objets and 
© occaſions, opens a way, wherein they wander, 2c. 

Though this Paraphraſe be far ſhort of the mind of the Text, 
yet there is enough in it to confirme our Hypotheſis, and ſubvert 
his own Antithelis, For (1) he grants, That nothing happens ca- 
ſally, without Gods deſtinated counſel, accordins to that of Augultin, 
That nothing 1s done but what God wils, &c. Now certainly Gods 
deſtinated counſel or determined wil is moſt efficacious and irre- 
{iſtible : ſo that if the permiſſion of ſin be from Gods deſtinated 
counſel, it muſt be alſo determined by his efficacious wil. (2) He 
grants, that God wiſely foreknows al fature events, even the ſins 
of men : and how this can be without the efficacious predetermi- 
nation of his own wil to permit the ſame, neither Srrangius him- 
ſelf, nor any of his ſeftators, could ever yet make out. (3) He 
grants alſo, That God direbts thoſe aberrations and ſins to good ends 

inted by him. And how can God direCt the immanent aberra- 
tions of the mind, but by an efficacious predetermination of the 
ſubſtrate aCts, and permiſſion of the vitiolitie ? (4) He yet fur- 
ther grants, That God delivers them unto a mind void of judgement : 

and what do we ſay more? Doth not this evidently denote an 
attive efficacious permiſſion of ſin ? But then (5) his laſt clauſe, 
preſenting objefts and occaſions, &c. overthrows al his former con- 
cellions : for the wiſe God doth not only preſent objets and oc- 
caſions, and thereby open a way to mens infatuation , but he alſo 
predetermines the mind to the entitative act, and efficacioufly 
permits the vitioſitie, without the leaſt finger in the ſin. 

There are other Scriptures which demonſtratively prove Gods 


89 


efficacious permiſſion ot fin ; as Eſa. 63. 17.0 Lord, why haſt thou Efa. 63. 11. 


made u4 erre from thy ways , and hardened onr hearts from thy fear ? 
Strangizs, pas. $39. grants, that the Verbe in both Members be- 
ng in Hiphil oft notes a double attion , as when we ſay , That one 
makes another to do a thing ; though he pretends, that ſometimes it 
oily notes a permiſſion of the attion. Bur it is certain , that it can- 
tot here denote a mere naked permiſſion, but ſuch as procedes 
{com the efficacious wil of God. The like Fer. 20. 7. 0 Lerd, thou 
baſt deceived me and 1 was _— Whereto anſwers, Ezech. 14.9. 

Lond 
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eAnd if the Prophet be deceived when he hath ſpoken a thing , I the 
Lord have decerved that Prophet. Which Texts ſpeak certainly 
more than a mere idle ſpeculative permiſſion, namely ſuch as re- 
{ultes from the active, efficacious, direQive and ordinative wil of 
God, as Strangins, lib, 4. cap. g. pag. 840---- $44. grants. What 
this permiſſion of God is, and how far it extendes, ſee what fol. 
lows, Chap. 5. $.6. 

$.6. Let us now paſſe on to ſuch Scriptures as mention God; 
trad:tion or giving up ſome to judicial excecation and induration or 
bardneſſe of heart, which wil give a more evident demonſtration 
of Gods efficacious predeterminetive Concurſe to the ſubſtrate 
mater or entitative act of ſin. Not to inſiſte on Gods hardening 
Pharaohs heart, Exod. 4.21. which has been already ſolidly and 
demonltratively explicated by a judicious Divine, in his Letter to 
a Friend, &C. pag. 28--- 30. I fhal begin with Pal. 81. 12. Sol 
gave them up to their own hearts luſts , or to the hardneſſe of therr own 
hearts, as Kimhji. Hebr. 239 MYA NnYUR!, ard ] ſort 
them away in the depraved cogitation of their heart. LXN. render 
it, Deut. 29. 19. Smmaadynory, and Fer. 3. 17. Whvuiuadle. Whence 
it follows : and they walked in their own counſels. TMTWYMA, = 
their own depraved tmaginations. It's juſt with God to give up men 
to that ſpirit of hardneſſe which they affect : his way of harden- 
ing is my[terious and inviſible : he delivers ſinners up to the bent 
of their own luſts, and then lets them enjoy what they luſt after: 
when men adde acquired hardneſſe to natural, God juſtly inflits 
on them judicial hardneſſe. And oh! how righteous 1s it with 
God judicially to harden ſuch as finfully , yea voluntarily harden 
themſelves! And then the heart which is an Adamant towards 
God and things ſpiritual, is as wax towards ſin and Satans tenta- 
tions. And what is the effect of this judicial hardneſſe, but to 
ſeal up ſinners from the darkneſſe of mind to the darknefle ot 


Hel ? Thus God, albeit he be not the Author of fin, yet is the Or- 


_ of it, and the cauſe of the ſubſtrate act unto which ſin is an 
NeXcd. 

Thelike Pſal. 69. 22. Let their eyes be darkened that they ſee not, 
and make their loins cogtinually to ſhake. Let their eyes (i.e. their 
minds] be darkened. NJIUNMN, be made ſo obſcure and dark,, as that 
they may not ſee their way : let al true wiſdome be taken from 
them, and make their loins continually to ſhake : 4. e. take from them 
U force, vigor and abilitie of ating as they onght ; let them 
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ſtagger and reel like to a drunken man. The ſhaking of the 
loins argues imbecillitie and want of force, which is chicily ſeated 
in the loins. Thus he procedes, and then verſ. 17. brings Divine 
wrath to a black concluſion : Adde iniquitie to their iniquitie, &C. 
SN W 1 nM, which implies, that God addes the puniſh- 
ment of judicial hardneſle to the iniquitie of their voluntary ac- 
quired hardneſſe. We find this piece of judicial hardneſſe cited 
by Paul, Rom. 11. 10. Let their eyes be darkened that they may not 
ſee, and bow down their back. alway. The Heb. 7yart is here ren- 
dred by Paul avyxeplor, bow down ;, the ſenſe being the ſame; for 
the bowing down of the back argues the defect of itrength in the 
loins. 

To thefe Texts we may adde, Eſa. 6. 10. Make the heart of this 
people fat : 272 [RUN make the heart fat, or groſſe, 4.e. ſtupid and 
ſ:nſcleſſe : for the fat of animals has little tenſe. It alludes to 
the heart in the animate bodic overgrowen and oppreſſed with 
fat. Theſe words are ſix times repeted in the N. T. Whence it 
follows : and ſhut their eyes. YUN, which is rendred by ſome, dim 
them, Or-make them dim ;, by others, daub them, as with plaiſter, or 
other like mater : by others, cloſe them : al which notes the effica- 
citie of error and blindneſſe, that follows on judicial hardneſle. 


0 I 


Rom. 11. 12» 
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The like curſe we find , Eſa. 29. 10. For the Lord hath poured p,, 29, 19. 


out upon you the ſpirit of deep ſleep, and hath cloſed your eyes. LXX. 
i71 w6ToTINy Yung xe mritual: xetaritins, The Heb. mm 
is rendred by Aquila xearegrege, and by Theodotion gd avag, which 
Ac. 10, 11. notes a deep ſieep or ecſtaſi? : and the radix ZI ſig- 
nifiecs to overwhelme with deep ſleep; and it's rendred xarartars, 
Dan. 10. 9. So that by the ſpirit of deep ſleep, muſt be under- 
ſtood ſuch a ſtupor of ſþerit as leaves men without al ſenſe. The 
alluſion is to ſome ſoporiferous ſtupifying wine, or potion, Or medirine, 
which, being given to a man, or ſprinkled on him, caſts him into 
a deep ſleep. Hence the Prophet uſhers in theſe words with a 
direful exclamation, verſ. g. Stay your ſelves and wonder--- they are 
drunken , but not with wine, QC, #, ce. the Lord hath made them 
drunken with a ſoporiferous ſtupifying potion. As for xardyvErs it 
s not derived from warardrleay, to pricke, AF. 2. 27, but fromthe 
ancient word xzarerve. The ſimple yo being put for yo, which 
alſo remains among the Latins, as »o, 2129, rictare, Thenee wte 
and yurdfe, which lignifies ro ved, or ſhake the head, as they arc 
wont to do who have drunk any ſtupifying potion, © So that 
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F11iue xerariteus here is ſuch a ſpirituoſe, ſtupifying potion as de. 
prives men ot their ſenſes, makes them ſhake the head, ſtagger 
and reel as drunken men, Thence it follows : and hath cloſed your 

es. When God judicially pours out a ſpirit of deep ſleep, how 
Gon is the heart ſtupified and made ſenſeleſſe ! This Text 1s cited 
and explicated by Paul, Rom, 11. 8.. According as it 1s written, god 
hath given them the Spirit of ſlumber, eyes that they ſhould not ſee, Ge, 
The t1rſt part, God hath given them the ſpirit of [lumber , notes the 
ſtupor of their minds, unto which they were judicially delivered 
up by God. 

Thus alſo Eſa. rg. 11--- 14. He begins verſ. 11. Surely the Prins 
ces of Zoan are fools, &c, Thence he procedes to give the reaſon 
of it _ 14. The Lord hath mingled a perverſe ſpirit in the midſt 
thereof, &C.. The Lord hath mingled, JON, poured out, or given them 
to drinke. Gods judicial excecation and induration is here, as elſe- 
where, comparcd:to a cup of intoxicating liquor , which being 
very ſtrong and heady diſtempers men, and makes them to reel 
and ſtagger: ſo much the following phraſe importeth,>z1yvy. mY 
& ſpirit of perverſities. The Hebrew word , not elſewhere to be 
found in the O.T. is derived from a Verbe that ſignifies ts pervert, 
turne away, Or make crooked : it's here plural of a- duplicate 
forme, and notes al manner of perverſities both extenſive and in- 
tenſive. They boaſted of gheir wiſdome, verſ. 11. but God made 
them drunk with a ſpirit of error and perverſities. The Chaldee 
and LXX. render it, with a For of error or ſeduttion ;, the Latin, 
with a ſpirit of giddineſſe. The ſenſe is the ſame. 

We may "de hereto, Eſa. 44. 18. They. have not knowen nor 
wider ſtood ;, for. he hath ſhut their eyes, that they cannot ſee, and their 
hearts, that they cannot underſtand, He hath ſhut, Heb. mg. he has 
daubed ; Shindler renders it, cruſtavit, aut obdixit-parietem. God 
did as it were plaiſter their eyes with a ſpirit of ſlumber : whence 
it follows, verſ. 19, and none conſudereth in his heart, &c, Thoſe 
profane Idolaters did ſhut their eyes, that they might not ſee, 
and the righteous God comes and as it were daubes or plaiſters 
them over, that they ſhal not ſee. 

This judicial excecation is alſo lively. expreſſed, E/a. 60. 2: 
For behold darkneſſe. ſhal cover the earth, and groſſe darkneſſe the peo- 
ple. The Prophet. having exhorted the eleft among the Jews, 
verſ. 1. Ariſe and ſhine, for thy light is come, &c. i.e, the Meſlias 


:5 come and ſhineth on thee with the glorioſe beams of Evangtyc 
ight; 
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light z in this verſ. 2. he gives us the dreadful curſe of thoſe that 
ſhould wilfully ſhut their eyes againſt this light. For behold thick, 
darkneſſe. Heb. 221, which ſeems compounded of a word that 
Ggnifies to drop or deſtil , and another that ſignifies a miſt or fog : 
ſo that the compound notion here properly notes a miſt or fog ſo 
thick, that it even drops again ;, {uch as the Egyptian miſt was, St 
filled the carth with darkneſſe, Exod. 10. 22, 23, When men: 
wilfully ſhut their eyes againſt Evangelic light, God judicially 
leaves them to wander up and down in the thick miſt of their 
own darkneſle, ſo that they ſtumble at noon day, 
Thus God dealt with the Gentiles, even. the wiſeſt of them 


for the abuſe of natures light, as Rom. 1. 28. And even as they did Rom. r, 28, 


not hike to retain God in their knowlege , God gave them over to a re- 
probate mind , to do.thoſe things that are not convenient. They did 
not approve of or acknowlege God in their practic judgements 
or conſciences , and therefore God did not approve of or owne 
their praCtic notions, but delivered them up to a reprobate , ſpuri- 
ous, droſſie, vain, adulterine, rejettaneous mind ; ſo much 4/ixuG- 
notes. A Divine of note among us ſaith: to- this Text , Here 5s 
wthing at. al. but a penal deſertion and:permifſion, &c. So-that by 
this Tradition he underſtands only a negation of Grace, and mere. 
permiſſion of men to ſin ; but Srrangine, lib. 4. cap. 7. pag. 813; is: 
more ingenuous, and grants, that this Tradition mportes ſomething 
wſiteve though what that poſitive is he doth not, neither indeed 
can by his Hypotheſis, explicate. 
The like Tradition or delivering .up to a reprobate mind we 


find foretold touching the Sons of Antichriſt, 2 Theſ. 2, 11. And 2 Thel. 2. x2;. 


far this cauſe God ſhal ſend them ſtrong deluſion , that they ſhould be- 
leve a lie. When. ſecure Profeſſors wil not receive the Truth-in- 
the love thereof, Lo +1 op Fyy: it is juſt with God to: 
ſend them ſtrong deluſions, that they ſhould believe a lie , that : 
mioht al ap y-anry 00 as verſ. 12, The fore-mentioned oy 
rend Divine anſwers to this Text thus: Here. is nothing ſignified,;, 
bu (1) That God wil. permit Magicians and falſe Teachers to vent 
deceits, (2) And permit wicked men to believe.them : which is mens 
tioned 44 a permitted conſequent , and not as an end mtended by God. 
Ard the word ſending 1s mentioned , becauſe the permiſſion was penal * 
fir their ſin, &c. But this reſponſe is too ſlender and jejune for 
Þ great a Text: For (1) whereas that reverend Divine makes - 
uention of Gods permitting Magicians, &c, this favors too _ 
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of a Grotian and Caſſandrian ſpirit , which I preſume , he has ng 
kindneſſe for, whereby al thoſe prophetic predictions about An. 
tichriſt are fixed on Simon Mags, or ſome other falſe Teacher in 
the Primitive Churches : whereas it is molt evident, that this 
ſending them ftrong deluſion is aſcribed immediately to God, as a 
rightcous Judge. (2) Neither is this only a mere permitted con- 
ſequent, as he phraſeth it ; but the terme Jenaing importes active 
efficacions influence on Gods part that ſends, not on the ſin formal. 
ly conſidered, but on the ſubſtrate mater, or act entitatively con. 
ſidered. But Strangins, lib. 4. cap. 10. pag. 853. is here allo more 
candid, granting, Gods ſending the efficace of error, to be the ſame 
with Gods pouring out 4 ſpirit of ſlumber, Eſa. 19. 14. and 7erome 
thinkes, that Paz took his words from Eſz. And pag. 855, 
Strangins addes, © That this ſending ſtrong deluſions may be aſcri- 
<bed to God, as a puniſhment of their former ſin, in not recei. 
© ying the truth in the love thereof: which ſufficiently proves our 
Hypotheſis , That the ſubſtrate mater of ſin is from God , as here 
after. 
The ſa!ſe com- But let us a little more fully examine the general ſolutions 
ments of Adv#- which our Adverſaries give to theſe Texts touching Gods altive 
{aries rifueds.  , veeration and induration, 1, A Divine among our ſelves, whom 
I love and honor, thinkes, that thoſe Texts in the O.T. which 
ſpeak of Gods hardening men, &c. might , according to the He. 
brew Idiome, have a ſofter ſexſe ;, 1o (as I ſuppoſe he muſt mean) 
as a mere permiſſion is intended thereby. But to anſwer hereto 
in the words of Strangizs, lib. 4.cap. g. pag. 839. The Hebraic 
forme 1s oft in Hiphil, which denotes a double aftion, to make a 
man to do a thing ;, yea ſometimes this induration is expreſſed by 
Verbes in Piel, of an aftive import, as Exod. 4.21. & g. 12, & 
IO, 20, 27. & 11, 10. & 14. 4, 8. Dent. 2. 30. Foſh.11.20, Whence 
Strangws concludes, That this phraſe of Scripture oft occurring de- 
notes much more than a mere naked permiſſion. Though what this 
{hould be he is at a great loſſe. 

- 2. Baronius, Metaphyſ. Sett. 8. Diſþ. 3.8. 99. pag. 159, 160. an- 
iwers, * That there are four aftions of God in induration ; (1) He 
* puniſheth former ſins by permitting men to fal into greater, (2) 
* He ofters to them an occaſion of repentance, ec. (3) He gives 
*them not grace to improve the occaſion; whence they are ſaid 


But 


"to be blinded and hardened. (4) He offers to them occaſions: 
* of greatcr lins , by ſuch things as objectively move them to ſin.” 
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But al this, which Barons allows God in judicial execation and 
Induration, comes far ſhort of what the forecited Scriptures 
mention. For beſides the mere permiſſion of Sin, privation of 
Grace, and offering occaſions and objccts, the Scripture menti- 
ons a Tradition and delivering 1p to the very act of ſim, yea, Gods 
immediate efficacious hand in the very a7 of fin, conſidered entitatively 
and materially. 

3. But we come to Strangins, who, in his conceſſions goes 
beyond the former Divines, yet comes ſhort of the genuine mind 
and ſpirit of thoſe Texts, which ſpeak of Gods judicial Exceca- 
tion and Induration. (1) He grants, (contrary to the ſentiment 
of a reverend Divine among us) that ative excecation 1s aſcribed 
wto God. So 1.4. c.8. p. $19. Active excecation, ſaith he, is aſcrs- 
bed to God, Satan, and the Sinner himſelf. Satan and the Sinner mn 
that ation do greatly ſin, but God attes moſt juſtly. God can as juſtly 
prriſh Sinners with excecation of mind, as he puniſhed Elymas the 
forcerer with corporal excecation, At. 13.11. (2) Thencep. 822. 
he addes: Herein the whole difficultie lies, that wn this attion we 
riohtly diftinguiſh that which is ſin, and the cauſe of ſin, whereof 
God 1s not the cauſe, from the puniſhment, which God in juſt judge- 
ment inflitts. So p. 829. In al vitioſe ation, the attion ſubſtrate to 
the vice, or whatever there i of entitie and poſitive therein, muſt be 
reduced to God as the firſt cauſe, who doth concur therewith, as con- 
fdered ſeparate from the vice or defeft annexed thereto, and there- 
fore whatever entitative or poſitive ss found in any obduration, in like 
manner it muſt be referzed to God, albeit he hath no commerce with 
the wice of the ation. This ingenuous conceſſion of Strangius, 
did he not overthrow it by other poſitions, were ſufficient to 
period our controverſie: for what do, or need we defire more 
than what he here grants ? If whatever be entitative or poſitive in 
obduration be from God, then ſurely the ſubſtrate mater or en- 
titative at of that whereto ſin is annexed, is from God. But 
here-Iies the point of our Controverſie with Srrangins, he holds 
that there be ſome aCts ſo intrinſecally evil, as that you cannot 
ſeparate the entitative a&t from the finful reference it has to its 
objet. But, (3) Srrangims addes, p. 831. That inthe ſame Indu- 
ration the ſin and puniſhment are conjuntt, &c. This indeed is a 

eat conceſſion, that which overthrows S$rrangzus's Antithefis ; 
or, if in the ſame ACt the ſin and puniſhment be conjunet, then 


how can God concur to the aft as a puniſhment, and not concur 
w to 
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to the ſubſtrate mater or entitative act which has ſin annexed to 
it? This Knot the acuteſt of Srrangzms's Seftators wil never un. 
tic. Again, (4) He addes, p. 831. That the very Permiſſion of 
God is the att and effeft of the wil of God. For to wil to permg, 
and adviſedly to permit #5 alſo to att. What 1s done by God negatruel 
in regard of his tranſient att, is done alſo poſrevely, n regard of hy 
interne immanent att, Herein alſo he lays before us a pregnant 
Truth, which is direQtly contradictory to his own Hypotheſis; 
for, [17] If Gods —_— Wil as to ſin be not only negative 
but alſo poſitive, then it muſt be cihcacious. Again, [2] If 
Gods permiſſion of ſin be poſitive and efficacious, then alſo his 
Decree of Reprobation to permit ſin muſt be poſitive and abſo. 
lute, which dire&tly impugneth Srrangius's Opinion. (5) He 
addes, p. 832. That other attions alſo concur with Gods Permiſſion, 
becauſe he alſo rulei, moderates and ordains what be permits, and 
concurs to the attions ſubſtrate to the ſin it ſelf. Is it ſo indeed? 
What then do we contend ſo vehemently for ? what made Strasn- 
us write ſuch a voluminous diſcourſe, and oppoſe Rutherford, 
Twiſſe, and other Catviziſts with ſo much violence, when as here 
he grants whatever they contend for ? But to ſpeak the truth, 
there yet lies a Snake under the herbe ; albeit Srra7gine ſeems to 
grant ſo liberally Gods efficacious concurſe to the ſubſtrate a 
of ſin, yet indeed, when he comes elſe-where to ſtate this con. 
curſe, he makes it be only a remote concurſe to the att conſider. 
ed in genere, in its generic nature, not to the individual particular 


GP ©. -@»S A «a « 


_ 


Gods Concwſe to aft as ſo or ſo circumſtantiated. And herein he is followed by 
#be indiviaxal a Divine of Name among us: whercin hies the ſpirit of al their 
- which /*- ſglutions and oppoſitions. But how inept and evanid this ſubter. 
ſuge is, wil be very evident, if we conſider the nature of al phy. 

ſic or natural as. Is not every natural or entitative a@ indivi- 

dual or ſingular? Are not al natural ACts the effluxes of ſingy. 

lar Suppoſites or perſons? and if the ſubject be ſingular, muſt not 

the Action be alſo ſingular? To talk of a natural aCtion #» genere, 

or ſpecie, what a wild conceit is this, that which al true Logic 

and Philoſophie both new and old contradicts? It's true, human 

acts, as to their moral conſideration, may be diſtinguiſhed into 

generic, ſpecific, or individual: but if we conſider human adts in 

their natural entitative Being, 10 there neither is nor can be any 

ſuch thing as attio in genere, attion in general; but al are ſingular 

and individual. So that if God concur to the att of ſin, it muſt 

| be 
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be to the act ia its individual ſingular nature, not morally but 
phyſically and entzratively conſidered ; of which more hereafter, 
Chap.G6. $. 1. 

but to give a diſtinft and Theologic Idea of Gods Judicial 
Excecation and Induration, with the Vindication of his Sacred 
Majeſtie from being the Author of Sin, the following Difſtin&ti- 
ons and Determinations may be of uſe to us. (1) We are to 
diſtinguiſh Gods concurſe in Fadicial Induration or Hardnefle, 
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from that of the Sinner. (2) Gods Concurſe in Judicial Hard- - 


neſſe may be conſidered either in regard of his Decree, or in re- 
gard of his Providence and attual execution. (3) Induration 
may be diltinguiſhed into eAforal and Natural: or into ſinful 
and penal. Theſe things being premiſſed, the true nature of 
Gods judicial excecation and Induration wil appear in the follow- 
ing Propolitions, 

1, Prop. Gods Decree u not properly the cauſe of mans Hardnefſe 
of heart or Damnation, but only of the Negation or withdrawment 
of preventing Grace, which God 1 no way bound to give. The De- 
cree of Reprobation is not the proper efficient or forma! cauſe of 
the Sinners Induration or Condemnation, but his own wilful 
obſtinacie, This ſufficiently clears the SanCtitie and Juſtice of 
God, 

2, Prop. Yet ſuppoſing the Decree of Reprobation, the ſinners In- 
duration or Hardneſſe follows infallibly, and in ſome ſenſe neceſſarily; 
;, e. by a modal hypothetic neceſlitie, not brutiſh or coaCtive, 
ſuch as ſhould deſtroy Libertie. The holy God doth not infuſe 
hardnefle, or by any compulſion hurrie men into it, but leaves 
them to the ſwinge of their own luſts, which violently hurrie 
them into ſuch courſes as neceſſarily harden, This alſocleareth 
Gods Juſtice from the imputation of ſin. 

3. Prop. Gods Providence in Fudicial excecation and Induration 
is very efficacious and illuſtrious, (1) God leaves men to the 
Blandiſhments, Allurements, and Enſnarements of an heart-be- 
witching world, which inſenſibly harden. (2) He delivers up 
men to the power of Satan, the God of this world, whoſe fub- 
js and vallals they willingly become, 2 Cor. 4. 3,4. and fo arr 
taken alive os at bis wil, 2 Tim. 2. 26, (3) God ſo diſpoſeth 
and orders al his Providences, as that they do al accidentally, 
by reaſon of mens luſts, conſpire to harden them ; Mercies be- 
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come Curſes to them, Rom. 11. g, 10, 11. Yea, (4) The very 
means of Grace, become the means of their hardening, their 
Food and Phyſic become Poyſon to them, 2 Cor. 2. 16. Eſa, 28, 
12,13, 14, 15. ($5) Chriſt himſelf, the chief Corner-ſtone of ſal. 
vation becomes to them a ſtone of ſtumbling and offence, Eſa, 8. 
14. 4 ſtone of ſtumbling, 932 of ſmiting, ſuch as lying in the way 
the foot may ſmite againſt, and thence ſtumble and receive 
hurt. It anſwers to exdrfancr, ſcandal in the New Teſtament ; 
Thence it follows, and for a rock, of offence. Heb. WWWID, not a 
bare Stumbling-ſtone, or block, ſuch as a man may make a ſhift to 
avoid or get over, 0r if he ſtumble, yet recover himſelf again; 
but he is-a rock of offence, which notes, [17] The Offence to be 
inevitable and unavoidable, as the removing of a rock: [2] The 
ruine to be certain, as that of a Ship falling on a rock. Whence 
he addes: for a gin and for a ſnare, ſuch as men ſhould neither 
by power, wit, or craft eſcape. Whence it follows, v. 15. And 
many among them ſhal ſtumble and fal, and be broken, and be ſnared, 
and be taken. The like Rom. 9g. 33. (6) God puts a period to 
the day of Grace, and leaves men to the plague of their own 
heart, Eſa. 22. 14. Swrely this iniquitie ſhal not be purged from you 
til you die. Hebr. "BI! ERR, If this —_— be purged. It is the 
conciſe forme of an Oath, frequently uſed in Scripture, as Chap, 
5: 18, wheteby God ſweareth, that their iniquitie ſhould not be 

rged. So Luke 19.41, 42. Heb. 3.7. (7) Goddoth poſitive. 

y, yea efficaciouſly concur to al that is poſitive, material, enti- 

tative, and natural in judicial hardneſſe, without the leaſt hand 
in the obliquitie or vitioſitie. 

4. Prop. The ſuſpenſion of reſtraining Grace in Fudicial excecation 
8 20t properly a privation of any Grace due to the Creature, but 4 
negation or withdrawment -of undeſerved and abuſed Grace. For the 
Ctearing whereof we are to conſider, the difference between 
Manand God in this particular : No meer man may or ought to 


permit or deliver up another to fin or hardneſle, if" it be in his. 


power to hinder: (1) Becauſe al men are under a Law and 
obligation of ſubjection to their Creator , whereby they are 
obliged to .promove his Glorie, and prevent fin and rebellion 
againſt him the moſt they can. (2) Becauſe al men are under 
a.communion of Natures, and therefore bound to afford aſſiſtance 


each to. other, ſo far as they may for their natural and moral 


good 
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good. But now the ſoverain Creator of man is under no ſuch 
obligation , and therefore may as he pleaſe diſpoſe of his own 
grace, or ſuſpend it, ſpecially when abuſed by ſinners. 

5. Prop. God doth not delwver up men to judicial hardneſſe ſimply 
45 hardneſſe, #nder that reduplication, but penally , as it conduceth to 
the vindication of his Fuſtice, For the explication and demonſtra- 
tion of this Propoſition we are to remember , that there is no- 
thing in the world of itfelf, purely, and ſimply evil : for if there 
were any pure and chiefeſt evil in the world , then God, who is 
the chiefeſt good , could not wil it: but the greateſt evil has 
ſomething of good mixed with it ; and this God wils. Thus in 
judicial hardneſſe there is a penal vindictive good , which God 
wils for the illuſtration of his Juſtice. 

6. Prop. In judicial hardneſſe, that which #5 morally evil in regard 
of man and his tranſoreſſion, 1s naturally good in regard of God and his 
Providence. For albeit God doth concur with the finner, who is 
deficient as to his dutie, yet God is no way deficient. (1) Al 
moral evil of ſin is only ſuch to him whoſe it is, or to whom it 
doth belong, as the Author thereof , by virtue of ſome Law he 
offends againſt : But now this judicial hardneſſe or fin doth not 
belong to God as the proper Owner or Author of it, but only to 
the ſinner ; neither doth the holy God offend againſt any Law. 
(2) The ſpecific qualitie of an effect is not to be aſcribed to the 
univerſal firſt cauſe, but to the ſecond particular cauſe, from 
which it receives ſpecification. (3) The ſinner is only the moral 
cauſe of his own hardneſſe ; becauſe he is the meritorious cauſe 
thereof, and alſo a voluntary, yea wilful Agent therein. Al his 
bardneſſe is voluntarily contracted , albeit judicially inflicted by 
God : he ſuffers his heart voluntarily to be defloured by ſinful ob- 
kts: God threatens to ſuſpend his Divine influence, and the ob- 
ſtinate ſinner cries, Content + Satan comes and blinds his eyes, and 
be hugges him for it. So that the whole deficience or moral 
cauſalitie is on the ſinners part, not on Gods, The ſinner wants 
Divine influence and is willing , yea glad to want it : therefore 
his depraved wil is the ſole formal, vital, ſubjetive and moral effi- 
cent cauſe of his own hardneſle and ſin. : 

$. 7. We come in the laſt place to ſuch Scriptures as mention Gods efficacions 
Gods efficaciows ordering, difboſing , and diretting the ſins of men unto 94dering mens 
{4s own glorie , which evidently demonſtrates his immediate con- = - bis 0v1 
curſe and predetermination to the ſubſtrate mater or — _ 
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Exod. 9. 14, 
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1rorum no- 
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act thereof, Thus Exod. g. 14, 15, 16. God threatens Pharaoh, 
verſ. 14. to ſend al his plagues on his heart, 5.e. in a way of judicial 
excecation and induration. And why ? That thou mayſt know 
there 1s none like me in al the earth : 5. e. that I may magnifie my 


firorumnoneſt. Vindictive Juſtice and Power on thee. Whence he addes, v, 1 
auttorDeus,ſed For now 1 wil ſtretch out mine hand, that I may ſmite thee, andt 


amen ordina- 
Or, Auguſt. 


RAB» Je 17» 


people with peſtilence, and thou ſhalt be cit off from the earth. It runs 
in the Hebrew in the time paſt, TR NAW, I ſent out mine 
hbazd, i, e. by the peſtilence or murrain among the beſtes, as v.3, 6, 
and ſo it follows : and Thad ſmitten thee, with the ſame peſtilence; 
and thou hadſt been cut off , deſervedly ; but for another cauſe 
(which is mentioned ver/. 16.) I have ſpared thee. T his ſeemeth 
the genuine meaning, namely , that God ſpared Pharaoh in this 
plague, thereby to maganifee his vindictive Juſtice and Power the 
more 12 his final ruine. God let him alone to run on in ful career 
in his way of ſin, yea, concurred to the ſubſtrate mater of al his 
{uns, and cauſed al his plagues to meet on his heart, in order to 
his final obduration, thereby to render his vindictive Juſtice more 
luſtcious in his ruine. And ſo verſ. 16. Andin very deed for this 
Cauſe bave I raiſed thee up, for to ſhew in thee my power, and that m 

name may be declared thorowout al the earth. TDM, in very deed, 
or verily : it notes a great aſleveration , ſuch as -with God 
amounts almoſt to an oath. For this. The Apoſtle Paul, Rom. 
9.17. addesa Pronoun of intention , #/g aurd qure, for this very 
ſame, «. e. cauſe or purpoſe, as the Greeks expound it, for thi cauſe 
have I raiſed thee up. The LXX. render it , thou haſt been preſer- 
ved or kept alive; but Paul more emphaticly, Row. g. 17. iEi94«- 
65: 06, 1 bave made thee ftand np, or, have conſtituted, or ſet thee up, 
as 0N a Theatre before al the world , to be a veſſel of wrath, and 


an exemple of Divine vengeance. The Syriac renders it thus: 


TNOVPR, I have made thee to ſtand up ; which emphaticly paints 
forth Gods abſolute wil in his Reprobation. So in the Hebraic 
Verbe, TTYTOYN, 1 have made thee ſtand up, as a monument of vin- 
diftive Juſtice, This making to ſtand up., notes the conſtitution 
and being of a thing, as elſewhere in Scripture : -the righteous 
God gave being and conſtitution to Pharaoh for this very end, to 
magni the glorie of his vindictive Juſtice on him. So it fol- 
lows : WRIT NAy2A, for to ſhew, or that I may ſhew in thee, or 
ſnewthee. But the LXX. adde the Particle 1»: ſo Paul, Rom. g. 
17, Inuy trifiGeuau.n co, That I may give a; ſpecimen, or demon- 
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ftration of my power in thee, Hebr. MINR, my power, or my force, 
my omniporent ſeveritie, Thence it follows : DU "BD 1y0?1, for 
to declare, Or tel my name, The righteous God ſuffered Pharaoh to 
run on with a vehement impetuolitie in his ſinful rebellion, that 
ſo the world might = of Gods vindictive Juſtice in his ruine. 
from al this the Apoſtle ſtrongly demonſtrates our concluſion, 


103 


Rom. 9. 18. Therefore God hath mercie on whom he wil , and whom he Rom. 6. 18, 


wil he hardenech. Oblerve here, (1) the Apoſtle uſhers in this 
inference with the concluſive note, deg by, therefore, He layeth 
the premiſſes in Gods judicial procedings with Pharaoh for the 
manifeſtation of his vindiftive punitive gloric in Pharaohs ruine : 
whence he infers this univerſal concluſion. Therefore God, &c. 
(2) He reſolves Gods hardening men into his abſolute wil or de- 
cree of Reprobation, which he in this regard, makes parallel to 
his abſolute decree of EleCtion : for as God hath mercie on whom 
he wil, 1.e. according to his abſolute purpoſe or decree; ſo in 
like manner , he hardeneth whons he wil, s.e. according to his abſo- 
lute decree of Reprobation. And it is moſt certain, according 
to the Scripture , no man can maintain abſolute Eleftion , but he 
muſt alſo maintain abſolute Reprobation : . and if Reprobation be 
abſolute, then alſo Gods concurſe to the. entitative aCt of that 
which is ſinful-muſt be efficacious and predeterminative, as here- 
after, Chap. 5. $. 3. 

There are other Texts that make expreſſe mention of Gods 
efficacious ordering and diſpoſing of wicked men and their ſins 


for his own glorie. So Prov. 16. 4. The Lord hath made althings Prov. 16. 44. 


for himſelf 3 yea even the wicked for the day -of evil, Note here (1) 
the end of Godemakin althings, which is for himſelf, WIIYB?, 1.e- 
for the manifeſtation of his own glorie. (2) The manner of Gods 
making althings for himfelf, included in the Verbe 7yD, hath 
made, which ſignifies [1] Gods ative efficience, or his energetic, 
architeftonic Decree , whereby althings are made. ['2 ] Gods 
paſſive creation , ' or his efficience in time. ['3] Gods conſervation 

althings in their beings and wel-beings. [4] Gods efficacious 
atuating and governing althings to their ends. Thus Pſal. 46. g. 
Eccleſ, 11, 5. Eſa. 5.12. The LXX. generally render it by igyd- 
oper, Which Fob. 5. 17. our Lord uſcth to expreſfſe Gods effica- 
cious concurſe and predeterminative influence. And Strangins, 
pay. 804. grants, that whether we underſtand 7B here of Gods 


production in time, or of his eternal Necree to produce man., or 
6” 
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'of his ordination and conſtitution of man to puniſhment, the dif. 


Rom.9. 21,22, 


ference is not material. I would therefore take it in the largeſt 
notion as comprehenſive of al its ſignificates before ſpecified. (3) 


- Whence follows the particular object , ever the wicked, :. e. conſy 


dered not only in their ſubſtance as men, but alſo in al their Modes, 
Adjnnits, Accidents, and Operations. There is not the moſt mi. 
nute accident or ation of a wicked man but God makes it, 5.e. 
decrees, influenceth, and orders it for himſelf. Whence (4) the 
wicked are ſaid to be made by God, for the day of evil, NY BN, 
s.e. for the day of vindictive wrath , or puniſhment inflicted for 
the illuſtration of Divine Juſtice : which includes alſo their being 
left to ſin; for the ſoreſt piece of Divine vengeance is mens be 
10g given up to their own hearts lults. 

Adde hereto Rom. g. 21, 22. Hath not the potter power over the 
clay, &c? Here Paul refutes the proud Pelagian blaſphemies by 
an argument taken from Gods abſolute Dominion and Soverain- 
tie over his creature. Asit he had ſaid : Has not the Potter an 
abſolute dominion over the clay, to forme it into what ſhape he 
pleaſe ? and ſhal we not allow the great Creator of althings the 
ſame abſolute dominion? Did he not make althings ? and there- 
fore may he not aſſume the Prerogative of ordering althings to 
the ends for which they were made ? As he gives. to every crea- 
ture what ſhape he pleaſe, ſo cannot he appoint them to what end 
ke pleaſe, and direct them infallibly to that end ? Is it not an end 
fafhcient for the being of any creature, to be the glorie of any At. 
tribute ? and therefore if God make a creature to be a vellel of 
wrath fitted to deſtruCtion, is there any injurie done to the crea 
ture ? The Pythagoreans have an effate, That 74 xigyer inna 
Bratior@, the worſe 1s made for the ſervice of the better, which holds 
moſt true here of the veſſels of wrath or wicked men, who are 
made for the better, s. e. their Makers glorie, as Prov. 16. 4. Thus 
Paul concludes, verſ. 22. Veſſels of wrath fitted to deſtruttion, xar- 
ngl:0be tis indancr  xeragrite, ſignifics primarily aptly to fit, 
frame , or ſes together : thence, to ordamn , decree, Or conſtunte, 
Whence among the LXX. it anſwers to 4D), to found, as Pal. 8. 2. 
Out of the months of babes he hath founded Or ordained prafſe : allo 
to ÞY, to ordain, decree, eſtabliſh, as Pſal. 67. 10. & 73. 17, Thus 
it ſignifies here , namely Gods eternal ordination or abſolute De- 
cree of Reprobation founded on his abſolute Soveraintie. Obſerve 


here the difference between the veſſels of mercie , and the __—_ 
wrath : 
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wrath : of the former he ſpeakes actively, werſ. 23. That he _ 
make known the riches of hu glorie on the veſſels of mercy, which he had 
prepared unto glorie , but of the later he ſpeakes only paſſively, 
verſ. 2.2. fitted to deftruftion. The reaſon of this difference ſeems 
this : The veſſels of mercie are wholly from God, both as veſſels, 
and as veſlels of mercie ; they receive from God both their natu- 
ral good of being, and their moral good of grace, wel-being, and happi- 
neſſe : but now the veſſels of wrath are ſuch partly from God, and 
rtly from themſelves : That they are veſſels, and veſſels of 
wrath ordained to deſtruCtion, they are from God ; but that they 
are veſſels deſerving wrath, this they are from themſelves : their 
ſins and puniſhment morally conſidered are from themfelves ; but 
conſider them — and penally , and fo they are from God. 
I am not ignorant of the many falſe and Pelagian gloſſes which 
are affixed to this Text, without ſhadow of reaſon. 

Another Text that evidently demonſtrates Gods efficacious 
predeterminative concurſe in ordering mens ſins for his own glo- 
rie is, 1 Pet. 2.8. And a ſtone of ſtumbling, and a rock of offence, 
even to them that ſtumble at the word, being diſobedient , wherennto 
alſo they were appointed, This Text is taken partly from Eſa.$.14. 
Here Chriſt the chief Corner-ſtone of the Church , is ſaid to be 
a ftone of ſtumbling and rock of offence to wilful unbelievers. The 
Greek xil@- wgenbuuadl& x; Tires cxarfexs arc ſynonymous, and 
of the ſame import here; though exdyHexcy be in its general no- 
tion more extenſive : It notes originally any thing that may offend - 
the foot, Or other part, from gxae, to halt, or from oxepfly, diſtort- 
ed : more particutarly,it ſignifies (1) that tigi/wn, or croſſe piece'of 
wood 4n your traps for Mice, Foxes , or the like : (2) a ſharp ſtake, 
whereby the foot is hurt: and ſoit is the ſame with oxy, inter- 
preted by Heſychins Edxoy atuultor * and 10 oxdrfeacy is by him 
made to be the ſame with juref10ude, a7 impediment : it was Cal- 
led alſo by the Greeks 7e/8oaG}, denoting a military inſtrument, 
like a ſharp ſtake, whereby they annoyed their enemies : in whith 
ſenſe the word oxdrfexuy- is uſed in that Apocryphous book , 7#- 
dith g. 1. xj Wyxas & Tois meHos oxdyfara: (4) A ftone that of- 
ſends the foot : and ſo it anſwers with the LXX. to *YWID, Lev. 
19. 14. In which regard it is made ſynonymous to Tg xouuns, 
both by Peter ; and Rom. 14. 13. by Pal : and this they both de- 
note here, 1 Per. 2. 8. the great offence which Enners took at 
Chriſt, to their own ruine, Whence it's added : Wherennto - 

they. 
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they were appointed, irilueesy. What doth this note? why take 
Grotixs's Note on this Text, who was no friend to Calviniſts; 
© UUnto.this, faith he , Unbelievers were deſtined by God, that 
© they might moft grievouſly fal—— For 7:f06yae, which anſwers 
© to SN, oft ſignifies ro ordain, deſtine, or decree, as Joh. 15, 16, 
© So Uhero os 5gylw, 1 Theſe 5. 9. The Syriac in this place ren. 
« ders it PD, they were deſigned ;, the Arabic RN\AY, they were con. 
© ftitnted , namely by the Divine Decree. Thus Grote , who 
here ſpeakes like a Calviniſt , though generally no friend to the 
ſentiments-of {alvin. The like 2 Pet. 2. 11. As natural brute 
beſtes, made to be taken and deſtroyed. 1s not abſolute Reprobation 
here, and that by the conceſſion of Grotis , no friend thereto, 
clearly and fully aſſerted ? And if Reprobation be abſolute, muſt 
not alſo Gods concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin be efficacious 
and predeterminative ? The immutable connexion between abſo. 
lute Reprobation and predetermination to the ſubltrate mater of 
that which is ſinful we intend to demonſtrate hereafter, Chap. 5. 
C. 3. 

But a reverend Divine of name artſong us anſwers to this Text 
thus: Reſp.7. *This [1 Pet.2.8. whereunto alſo they were appointed] 
© hath reſpect to Luke 2. 34---- And no more can be hence gathe- 
© red, but that God hath decreed, that as a puniſhing Judge, (1) 
© he wil leave the rejcCters of Chriſt to go on in their own ſinful 
©way; (2) and that their oppoſition to him ſhal be their ruine: 
* Sothat [17 he doth not ſpeak this of any but the rejecters of 
* Chriſt, that deſerved it. [2] He ſpeaketh not at al as willing 
© their ſin, but only as one that penally denieth them further grace, 
©['37 But the thing that he is {aid ro ordain them to, is not fin, 
* but ruine the conſequent of their ſin : The word [ tumbling ard 
© falling] ſignifying their deſtru&:on. Thus that reverend Divine. 

And now let us a little examine this his Reſponſe to our Argu. 
ment from this Text , which wil ſerve for a replie to moſt of his 
ſubterfuges. (1) In anſwer to his firſt particular, we aſſert, that 
more may be gathered from this Text, than what he allows, 
namely , That God hath decreed, that, as 4 puniſhing Fudge, be wil 
leave the rejeiters of Chriſt to go on in their own ſinful way. For he 
himſelf grants, (which cannot be denied) That they were appointed 
to ſtumble on the rock, of offence : And if ſo, then ſurely they were 
deſtined or appointed to the eatitative act of ſin : for _—_ 
doth not only implic their deſtrutor: , as he inſinuates, but 
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their ſix, Whence, (2) there is ſomething more alſo implied, 
than'that their — to him ſhal be their ruine, For it's ex- 
__ ſaid, That they were appointed, not only to their ruine, 
-but alſo to their ſtumbling at the word, and being diſobedient, which 
notesthe Decree of Reprobation to be abſolute and poſitive ; yea 
predeterminative of the ſubſtrate mater of ſin. (3) Whereas 
he faith, That he ſpeakes not at al as willing their ſin, but only as one 
that penally denieth them further grace, this ſeems alſo agaialt the 
exprelſe mind of the Text, which faith , They were appointed, ari- 
byoap, i.e. according to Grotins, they were ordained, dfined, or de- 
creed to ſtumble at the word, &tc, This certainly denotes more 
than Gods penal denial of further grace. (4) Whereas he faith, 
That the thing that he ts ſaid to ordain them unto, is not ſin, but 
rune , the conſequent of their ſin, the word [" ſtumbling and falling] 
ſranifying their deſtrutiion, it ſeems contradictory to the letter and 
md, of the words : for both xggexouue and gxdrfaacy lignific, ac- 
cording to our precedent explication of them, primarily their fin, 
and then their ruine or deſtruCtion, as the conſequent of their ſin. 


This alſo is evident from that. parallel Text, Zude 4. For there are Jude 4, 


cert ain men crept in unawares, who were of old ordained to this condem- 
uation, ungody men tnrning the grace of God into laſciviouſneſſe , and 
denying the only Lord God. Theſe ungodly men are faid to be mgy- 
Wyerpalo, Lend, and as it were before written in the book of 
Gods predetermination, to be given up to this condemnation, of 
turning the prace of God into laſcrviouſneſſe, &c. So that it is evi- 
dent, that foreordained and decreed , not only their deſtru- 
> ny but to leave them to thoſe fins , which ſhould cauſe the 
ame. 

But to ſum np the whole of this Head, we grant, (1) That ab- 
ſolute Reprobatioa is not the cauſe either of mens ſins, or damna- 
tion. It's true, cleftive Grace is the cauſe of faith and falyation, 
but the Decree of Reprobation is not the cauſe of ſin or damna- 
tion. 2) That Reprobation withdraws not any power from 
the perſon reprobated. Yet we denie, [1] That it is injuſt for 
God, by an abſolute, efficacious Decree,to reprobate ſome, for the 
glorifying of his own Juſtice : For albeit the Decree of Reproba- 
tion be not an act of juſtice , yet it is not injuſt for God to repro- 
bate any. .[2] Wedenie alſo, that there is any motive, caule, or 
condition of Reprobation, as it regards the act of the Divine 
wil. Whence alfb [3] we denie, that the act of Reprobation is 
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merely negative ; but affirme, that it is poſitzve and abſolute ; of 
which ſee Davenant Diſſert. de Elef#, & Reprobat. p. 113. Hence, 
[4] It neceſſarily follows, that when God predeſtines and pre. 
orcains any unto Damnation, he predeſtines and preordains in 
like manner, by an efficacious act of his own ſoverain Wil, to 
leave men to their own ſinful courſes, and cfficaciouſly to concur 
tothe ſubſtrate mater of thoſe ſins. See more Chap. 5.5. 3. 
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CHAP. IV. 
An Hiſtoric Idea of Predeterminants and Anti-- 
predeterminants. 


The Aſſertors of Gods predeterminative Concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater 
of Sn; (1) Fathers, Auguſtin, Proſper, Fulgentivs. (2) Such 
as ſucceeded in the Roman Church, Hugo de Sarcto Victore, 
Aquinas, Scotus, Ariminenſis, Holcot, Altifſiodorenſis : Brad- 
wardine, his (onverſion, Parts, both natural and acquired, zele 
for Efficacions Predeterminative Concurſe , particularly as to the 
ſubſtrate mater of Sin: How God wils Sin: How the entitatve 
alt is from Gods predeterminative Concurſe : How God ſpontaneouſly 
impels or neceſſitates men to the entitative att of Sin. The Dom1:- 
nicans, and particularly Alvarez's ſentiments conforme to our Hy. 
potheſis. The concurrent perſwaſions of Janſenus and his Settator: : 
alſo of the Tridentine Catechiſme. (3) The Sentiments of Re. 
formed Divines, Wiclef, Calvin, Zuinglms, Beza, Chamier, 
Lud. Crocius, the Synod of Dort, and Obwrch of England, Dave. 
nant, Sam. Ward, &c. (4) Sncb as denie Gods Concurſe to the 
ſubſtrate mater of Sin, more ancient : Durandus, his proper Hy. 
potheſis, and who may be accounted his Settators; Lud; a dola 
his proper Sentiments and deſigne : Arminius, and his Adberents, 
the Remonſtrants and eAnabaptiſtes. The NN ew Methodiſtes, Ca- 
mero, Amyraldus, Placeus, Le Blanc, Baromus, Strangius. How 
theſe New e Methodiſtes fel into theſe Sentrments, and who may be 
eſtimed ſuch. 


$. Hams given a Scriptural Demonſtration of our Hypo- 

theſis, touching the efficaciors, predeterminatrve Concurſe 
of God to the ſubſtrate mater or entitative att of that which is ſinful, 
we now procede to lay down the concurrent ſentiments ; Anti- 
pelagians 
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lagians in al Ages of the Church; and withal to ſhew who 
have in al Ages detended the Antitheſis of our Adverſaries. Firſt, 
among the Patrons of our Hypotheſis none deſerves a more illu- 


ſtrious name and mention than Aguſtin, that great Propugnator 4,g4%;x, 


' or Champion of efficacious Concurſe. I am not ignorant that 
ſome of our Adverſaries, as Strangins by name, are fo confident 

as to cite Auguſtin's teſtimonie in defenſe of their Antitheſis ; 

but this is too palpable an abuſe to find place among the indiffe- 

rent or impartial Seftators of Auguſtin, whoſe ſentiments touch- 

ing this ſubject are ſufficiently evident in his Works. Thus, de 

Grat. & Lib. Arbitr, Cap. 20. If the Scripture, ſaith he, be dils- 

gently inſpefted, it wil appear, that not only the good wils of men, but 
alſo the bad, are ſo in Gods power, that he can incline them where 

and when he wil, to per forme his benefices, or to inflift his puniſhments, 

by his moſt ſecret, yet moſt juſt judgement. Again, in the ſame 
book, he ſaith, That God workes in the hearts of men, to incline them 
which way he pleaſe, either to Good, out of his Mercie, or to evil ace 
cording to their deſerts, by his Fudgement, ſometimes open, ſometimes 
ſecret, but always juſt. So De Prxdeſtinat. SanCt. c. 16. It 5 
(faith he) in the power of wicked men to ſin; but that by ſinning ma- 
litioſely they do this or that, 1s not in their power, but of God dividing 
the darkneſs, and ordering it ; that ſo hence what they do againſt the 
wil of God, might not be fulfilled but by the wil of God. Again, De 
Gen. ad literam lib. imperfetto, C. 5. Some things, faith he, God 
makes and orders, other things he only orders ; righteous men he makes 
and orders, but ſinners, as ſinners, be makss not, but only orders, i. e. 
In good ations he is both the cauſe of the good, and of the aCti- 
on, but in ſinful afts he is not the cauſe of the fin, but only of 
the aCt ordering it for his glorie. Again, De Civitate Dei, 1. 13. 
c, 22, he ſaith, That Sin as it 1s juſtly permitted by God, fals under 
the Eternal Law, that is, the Divine Wil or Decree. Moreover, 
Auguſtin frequently aſlerts, that God pwniſbeth one ſin by giving 
men up to another : SO Contra Fulian. 1. 5.C. 3. & de Guitate Dez, 
l 15. C.6. & hbro de Natura & Gratia, from cap. 20. to theend. 
To theſe Teſtimonies we may adde ſeveral Hypotheſes of Au 
eaſtin , which demonſtratively evince Gods Predeterminative 
Concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin. As, (1) He allerted, 
that Reprobation was the aft of Gods abſolute Wil, and ſo m it ſelf 
poſitive and abſolute (7) He held, That Excecation and Obdnra- 
tion is the conſequent f + _— of which ſee Fanſenixe, Auguſt. 
2 [ 
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deG t.Chriſt.1. 10.c. 3,4, (3) He maintained, That al ſintin 
lapſed Nature are neceſſary, becauſe puniſhments, as Janſen. de Nat, 
Lap. c. 22, p. 264. Laſtly , that Auguſtin held Gods Efficaci. 
ous predeterminative Concurſe to-the ſubſtrate mater of ſin, is 
evident from the falſe Imputations charged on him by the Pela. 
gians, who imputed to him the ſame odioſe and forged. conſe. 
quences, which have been ever ſince imputed to the Aſertors 
of Predeterminative Concurſe. As, [_1] They falſely charged on 
him, that he aſſerted a fatal N eceſſitie, and ſaid, that God con 
pelled men to ſin. Whereas Auguſtin, I. 1.9. 2. ad Simpl. anſwers 
(in the ſame manner as we now adays) That Ged 15 ſaid to harden 
ſome Sinners, in that he has not mercie on them, not that he impels 
them to ſin, &c, [2] The Pelagians charged on Augsſtin, That 
$i ergo ſervi be denied to ſinners the Libertie of thesr Wil, &c. It's true, when he 
ſunt peccati, diſcourſeth of Adoral Libertie, confilting in Adherence unto God, 
quid ſe jaftant he denieth, that ſinners have any ſuch Libertie; but yet he fully 
vt mc gre aſſerts a Nataral Libertie, that which is eſſential to the wil, to 
libr. de $pirit, Delong to al ſinners, of which ſee Fanſenins, Auguſt. Tom. 2. l. 7, 
& lit.c. 30. C12, p.330. Toconclude, there is ſcarce any imputation falſely 
charged on thoſe that aſſert predeterminative Concurſe to the 
ſubſtrate mater of ſin- now a-days, but it was. alſa imputed to 


Hors by the Pelagians of old, and wiped oft by him, as by us, 
whic 


ſufficiently demonſtrates, that his Sentiments were as to 
this Hypotheſis the ſame with: ours. He that wil ſee more of 
Auguſtins mind about this mater, may conſult Rutherford, de Pro. 
videntia, Cap. 30. Chamier, Panſtrat. Tom. 2. Lib. 3.c.8. 
Proſper and Next to Auguſtin follow his Seftators and Diſciples, Proſper and 
Fulgintinss Fulgentins, whom our Adverſaries would fain make to be of their 
perſuaſion, but without ſhadow of Truth or Reaſon. As for the 
ſentiments of Proſper touching our Hypotheſis, they are to be 
ſeen, ad capitula Gallorum, where, following Auguſtin, he makes 
God to wil fin as the puniſhment of ſm. So Fulgentins, |. 1. ad Moni 
mym, C. 26. God, albeit he be not the Author of evil cogit ations, yet 
he is the Ordinator of evil Wils : neither doth he ceaſe to work, good 
out of the evil work, of every evil man : neither in the very imjuſt works 
of the Wil, doth he relinquſh the juſt order of his own works ;, becauſe 
this he hath in that very order , that he doth juſtly deſert the evil 
Wil— and in the very mjuſt wil of the ſinner, he fulfills his own Ju- 
ſtice, &c. What could be ſaid more evidently to demonſtrate our 
Hypotheſis ? Is God the Ordinator of evil Wils? doth he not then 
eflicacioully 
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efficaciouſly, yea predeterminatively move -and order them in 
their very evil afts? And deth he not ceaſe to works good out of their 
evil workes ? Muſt he not then _— their wils to the entitative 
a(t of thoſe evil workes? And what is this but to predetermine 
their wils to the ſubſtrate mater of thoſe evil workes? Again, 
if God, s the very injuſt workes of the Wil doth not relinquiſh the 
juſt order of his workes, then ſurely he muſt of neceſlitie applie and 
predetermine the wil of the Sinner to the entitative act of the 
worke, thereby to maintain his own juſt order. 

6. 2: We now paſle on to ſuch as ſucceded the Fathers, and Sch as ſuctted- 
albeit they lived in the boſome of the Roman Church, yet they #4 #5 Farns. 
ſtil defended the DoCtrine of Aguſtin and our Hypotheſis, as 
to God: efficacious predeterminative Concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of 
ſn. I ſhal begin with Anſclme, _ of {anterburie, who flou» Anime. 
riſhed about the year 1095, an /taliar by Nation, Monke by pro- 
feſſion, of a moſt acute Ingenie, devotional SanCtitie, conjoined 
with great Prudence and Humlitie, according to the character 
ziven him by Baron, This Anſelme, de Concord. Preſcientie, Pre- 
deſtinationis, Gratie & Liberi eArbitrit, Cc. 1. thus ſpeaketh : God- 
worketh althings, which are wrought by a juſt or unjuſt Wil, i. e. both» 
good and evil workgs;, In good workes truely he carſeth both that they 
are, and that they are good ; but in evil workes he cauſeth that they 
are, but not that they are evil. Herein he gives us the difference 
b:tween: Go.ls Concurſe to good and evil acts, as alſo the demon- 
ration of our Hypotheſis; for if God cauſeth evil as that 
they are, then certainly he efficaciouſly moves and applies the 
wil to the aft, which is al that we mean: by Predetermina- 
tion. 

Next follows Hugo de Sanito Viftore, by Nation a Saxon, (and'nug de Sardis 
ſo allied to us,) by profeſſion a Monk, contemporary with Ber- Viftore. 
1rd, who flouriſhed about the year 1130. This Hugo, de Sacr. 

Fid. I. 1. c. 13. ſaith, * That God wils there ſhould be-evil, and * Malum eſſe 
he doth not wil evil: He wils there ſhould be evil, becauſe it's vule Deus, & 
gw0d there ſhould be evil; but he wils not evil, becayſe evil it ſelf is men ow 
we "good. An excellent deſcription of Gods predeterminative gg may. 
wil and concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of. fin, ſo as to vindicate quia bonumeſt | 
his Sacred Majeſtie fromany hand in the moral vitioſitie thereof: 'malum eſle ; 
(1) God wils there ſhould be evil, i.e. he doth, by an emnipotent Non vulr ipſum 
efficacious decree, wil the exiſtence of evil, in willing the ſub- Jum, quis 


ſtrate mater thereof: and yet (2) He doth not wil evi, — gr 
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doth not with a wil of ys or any way morally wil evil ag 
to its moral vitioſitie or formal reaſon. (3) 7r's good there ſhould 
be evil, 5. e. as it conduceth to the illuſtration of Gods glorie ; and 
ſo God wils it. But (4) evil itſelf, [morally conſidered as evil] 
7s not good, and therefore not willed by God as ſuch. The ſame 
Deum malas Hugo, de Sacraments, par. 5.cap. 29. afirmes, That God by preſs 
volunrates Prz- djzg over evil wils, doth, by an occult and enviſible operation , te 
CO and incline them to bis own wil. What could more expreſlely be 
——— ed faid for the aſſerting Gods efficacious predeterminative concurſe 
fur arbitrium to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin? Doth God indeed preſide over the 
remperare & evil wils of men, and ſo, by an occult and invilible operation, 
tncdmarc. temper and incline them to his own wil? how is it poſſible then, 
but that he applie and determine them to the entitative at of 
their ſinſul workes ? And whereas Hugo foreſaw many would be 
then, as now alſo, ſcandaliſcd at this doctrine, touching Gods ef. 
ficacious concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin, he addes this as 
the rcaſon of the offenſe : Nor becauſe that which 1s ſpoken is not wel 
ſpoken, but becauſe that which is wel ſpoken is not wel underſtood. I wiſh 
our Adverſaries would wel conlider this prophetic reflexion of 
Hugo; of which more hereafter in Bradwaraines ſentiments. 
.Zquinzs, We paſle on to Thomas Aquinas , whom ſome of our Adverſa. 
ries wogld fain conjure into their Campe, and make a Patrone of 
their Antitheſis: but this is ſo great an impoſition on the intel. 
ligent world , that I cannot but admire at the confidence of thoſe 
who makeule of it. Yet this has been the attempt not only of 
ſome leſſe converſant in Aquinas's Workes, but even of learned 
Strangius , who is oft more candid and ingenuous than others of 
his perſuaſion. Thus Strangins, bb. 2. cap. 14. from pag. 313.to 
317. endeavors to demonſtrate, That Thomas doth nor admit that 
phyſic predetermination of God to a! and ſingular attions of the wil : The 
like a reverend Divine of eſtime among our ſelves would fain per- 
ſuade us, namely , That albeit the Domimicans are for ſuch an uni- 
verſal PI 1 Aquinas # zot, &c, But let us alittle 
examine the reaſon of this ſubterfuge : (1) Was not Thomas A- 
quinas himſelf a Dominican, of the Order of Domunic ? And are 
not al the Dominicans ſworne Thomiſts ? Albeit they are in re- 
gard of their Order Dominicans, yet are they not al in regard of 
their Doctrine Thomiſts ? How comes it to paſſe then that they 
ſhould contend ſo hotly for phyſic predetermination of the wil by 
God in al its natusal actions, even ſuch as are ſinful, and yet The- 
1146 
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mas their Maſter againſt it? (2) Take the charater of impatial 
Writers, and who ever demed this to be «Fqunas's ſentiment ? 
See learned and acute Dr. Samue! Ward, Profeſlor of Theologie at 
Cambridge, his Determinations, pag. 117, 118. where he proves 
Gods predeterminative Concurſe to al actions of the wil out of 
Thomas, But becauſe Dr. Ward ſeems to be our friend , we ſhal 
appele unto our Adverſaries for the deciſion of this Controver. 
ſie , namely to Le Blanc and Barons. Le Blanc, Concil. Arbitr. 
Hum. par. 3. theſ. 10. pag. 430, aſſures us, That Thomas and his 
ſeitators the Donunicans , teach, for the explication of Divine Con- 
curſe— That God doth premove and applie the very ſecond cauſes to 
their worke : for this the dependence of the ſecond cauſes on God their 
firit Mover doth require. For, according to their mind, God 15 there- 
fore ſai to be the fir Mover, becauſe he doth antecedently move and 
applie al other cauſes to their operations, &c. What could be ſaid 
more evidently to explicate eAquinas's mind herein ? Thus alſo 
Baronixs, who, in his Metaphyſics, Seft. 8. Diſp. 3. $.78. pag. 146. 
imputes this celebrious Opinion of Gods previous predeterminative 
concu”ſe to al aftions unto Thomas Aquinas, as the principal Founder 
thereof, So $. 79. pag. 147. And F. 82. pag. 149. he urgeth, 
That from the opinion of Thomas it follows, that God is the Author of 
ſn, The like $. 85. pag. 151.- But (3) to let paſſe the teſtimo- 
nies of others , if we may be aliowed the privilege of believing 
our own ſenſes, and the reflexions of our own reaſon thereon, it 
isto me molt evident, that Aquinas has copioſely and nervoſely 
defended our Hypotheſis, and impugned the Antithefis of our 
Adverfaries. Thus, 1. 2. Qzeſt. 79. Art. 2. The att of fin is both 
Ens and Act, and in both regards it is from God: for it's neceſſary that 
every Ens or Being be derived from the firit Being, &c, And where- 
as Strangius and a reverend Divine among our ſelves pretend, 
that this includes immediate concurſe, but not predeterminative, it is 
moſt evident, that Aquinas owned noconcurſe but what was pre- 
leterminative : For'what Is predetermmation of the wil, but the ap praderermins.. 
cation of it to its aft, as Strangue, pag. 244. grants? And is not re voluntatem 
this the proper notion whereby Aquinas deſcribeth the Concurſe eſt applicare 
of God to al atts of the wil ? What more commun with him, 9untarem ad 
than vhis grand Effate, That God applies al ſecond cauſes ro their aft ? _— fa- 
Thus in his ſums, par. 1. Queſt. 105. Art. 5. he layes down this —-———" ped 
concluſion, That God attes in every Agent finally, effettively, and for- þ. 244. | 
nally, yet ſo 5 they alſo att, And then in the explication hereof 

he 
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he faith, *(3) That it is to be conſidered , that God doth nat 
© only move things to work , as by applying the. tormes and yir. 
© tues of things to their operations, (as alſo-the Artificer applies 
© the axe to cut, who yet ſometimes gives not the forme.-to the 
© axe) but alſo gives formes to creatures acting, and preſeryeg 
©them in being— and becauſe the forme is 1n the thing,— and 
©God is properly the cauſe of the univerſal Being in althingg, 
© which among althings is more intime, it follows, that God 
© workes intimely in althings ; and for this reaſon in facred.Scrj. 
© pture, the operations of nature are aſcribed unto God, as work. 


-< ing in-nature, according to that, Fob 10. 11. With kin and with 


© fleſh ha## thou clothed me, &c. What could have been faid more 
evidently to demonſtrate our Hypotheſis ? He faith, (1) Tha 
God attes in every Agent, not only finally and effettively, but alſo for. 
mmally. (2) That God moves things to worke, by APPLTING (4.e, 
predetermining) the formes and virtues of things to their operations, 
Yea, (3) That God applies the ſecond cauſe to att, as the Artificer ap- 
plies the inſtrument to worke. Whereby he makes al ſecond cauſes, 
the wil not excepted, but a kind of inſtrument of Gods principal 
efficience : For the wil, albeit it may be termed a principal cauſe 
of moſt of its aCts, yet in regard of the Divine concurſe, which it 
receives, and in virtue whereof it aftes, it-may ſafely be termed 
a vital Inſtrument. (4) That God atting mo#t intimely in althings, 
the very operations of nature are aſcribed unto him, which notes pre- 
determination in the higheſt point. So alſo Aquinas, Queſt.Dijp, 
9: 3. de Potentia, art. 7. ſpeakes fully of this predeterminative apph- 
cation of al-ſecond cauſes by God, And indeed how frequently is this 
Hypotheſis demonſtrated by him ? So that I-cannot but wonder, 
that any learned man ſhould urge eAquinar's teſtimonie againſt 
us. 

We deſcend now to Scotus, (the Head of a Sect oppoſite -to the 
Thomiſts, yet) who hath given evident and ſtrong confirmation 
and demonſtration to our Hypetheſis. I am not ignorant , that 
a learned and-pious Divine makes uſe alſo of Scorxs's name to 
patroniſe his Antitheſis : and I ſhal not denie, but that Srorus has 
1n many points too much favored the Pelagian intereſt, which has 
inclined the Jeſuites to follow him rather than Thomas ;, yet this 
] no way dout but to make-good, that as to our Hypotheſis, towch- 
17g Gods predeterminative concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin, Scotus 
is tully of our perſuaſion, This wil-appear -evident, (1) - = 
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conſider his notion of Divine Preſcience of things future, which he 
makes to ariſe from the Divine Decree giving Cn to them, 
as Le Blanc, de Preſcient. theſ. 33. pag. 443. confeſſeth. And cer- 
tainly ſuch as hold Gods preſcience of fins future to be from his 
own Decree efficaciouſly determining their futurition , cannot 
with any ſhadow of reaſon denie Gods predeterminative concurſe 
tothe ſubſtrate mater of ſin. (2) Scotus and his ſeCtators gene- gia... 
| - Scotiſtz nihil 
rally hold, That God efficaciouſly concurs to al ſecond cauſes and their yyjumodi phy- 
aits, not by any influence or impreſſion on the ſecond cauſe, (which the ſicum & intrin- 
Thomiſts aſſert ) but by his abſolute and efficacious Decree applying and ſecum creaturz 
d:termining the ſecond cauſe to att. Which we judge to be the very "dium efle 
truth, as it hath been demonſtrated by us , Core Gene. P.4. B. 2 | —_ _ 
! ' per de« 
c.7. $.3. So that the Thomilts and Scotilts differ not really as crewum Dei ex- 
tothe point of predetermination , but only as to its origine and trinſecum , ab- 
principe ; the Thomiſts making it to conlilte in a phyſic intrinſec ſolurum, & effi- 
iattuxe impreſſed on the creature, and the Scotilts placing the ad agen- 
whole of it in the volition of God, without any force impreſſed _ —_— 
on the ſecond cauſe, as our Country-man Compt. Carleton, in his carleton. Philoſ: 
Philoſophie, Dip. 30. SelF. 1. pag. 327. has incomparably wel ſta- Di.30. ſet. t, 
ted it. But (3) Scotws, in 4. Sentent, Diſtinft. 49. Queſt 6. F. 14. 048+ 327+ 
47. 522, ( edit. 1620.) has theſe very words: Eſt contra naturam 
ejus, | (cil. voluntatis] determinars 4 cauſa inferiors , quia tunc ipſa 
nn efſet ſuperior : non eſt autem contra naturam ejus determinars 4 
canſa ſuperiors , quia cum hoc ſtat, quod ſit cauſa in ſuo ordine, It's 
avain#t its nature, [namely the wils] to be determined by an inferior 
cauſe, becauſe then it ſhould not be ſupertor ;, but it is not again#t its na- 
ture to be determined by a ſuperior canſe , becauſe it is confiſtent here- 
with, that it be a cauſe in its own order. Wherein Scotus doth moſt 
acutely, though briefly , ſtate the Controverſie about Predetermi. 
zation both negatively and poſitively. (1) Negatively, That the 
wil cannot be determined, or predetermined, by any inferior cauſe ;, be- , 
cauſe then it were not ſuperior : for whatever cauſe predetermines \ 
another to act,is ſo far ſuperior to it: it being [mpoſlible,yea a con- — 
tradition , that the inferior ſhould predetermine the ſuperior. 
(2) Poſitively , That it is not against the nature of the wil to be pre- 
determined by a ſuperior cauſe, i. e. by God the firſt cauſe, who gave 
it being, and therefore may without violence to its libertie deter- 
mine or predetermine it in its operation : and Scotys's reaſon is 
invincible ; becanſe to be predetermined by a ſuperior cauſe , i4 very 
wel. conſeftent with the wils being a cauſe tw its own order ; Yea, we 
may 
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may raiſe this reaſon to a-greater height, therefore the wil is 
cauſe in its own order, s. e. a particular, proper, principal, or leſſe 
principal cauſe, according to. the nature of its cauſalitie and effeR, 
becaule it is predetermined to aCt by God the ſuperior firſt Cauſe; 
ſo that Gods predeterminative concurſe to the actions of the wil, 
even ſuch as have ſin appendent to them, is, according to Scotw's 
ſentiments, ſo far from infringing or diminiſhing the wils natural 
order and libertie in acting, as that it corroborates and confirmes 
the ſame. (4) Laſtly, Scotws in 2. Sent. Diſt. 37. q. 2. faith ex- 
preſſcly, © That [albeit God determine the wil to the material a&t 
* which is ſinful, yet] the vitiolitie of ſin is not to be attributed to 
© God, but to the create wil, becauſe the create wil is under an 
© eſſential obligation to give reCtitude to the aftion ; but God is 
© not bound by any ſuch obligation, cc. Which is the ſame with 
the ſentiments of Zuinglizs and our reformed Divines, albeit op- 
= by the new Methodiſts, as wel as Arminians and Mol. 
niſts. 

Having laid down the concurrent teſtimonies of the two prin: 
cipal Heads of the Scholes, Thomas and Scots , we now palle on 
to their. ſeCtators, whereof we ſhal give the mention but of a few 
more illuſtrious. To begin with Gregorins Ariminenſss , who was 
by profeſſion a Dominican, and great defendent of «Auguitin's 
Doctrine ; whom: Biſhop Uſher valued as. the ſoundeF+ of the 
Schole-men , and Dr. Barlow, as the acuteſt : His. invict demon- 
{tration of our Hypotheſis we find, in Sent. 2. Diſtinft. 34. Art. 3. 
where he demonſtrates Gods. immediate _—_ in producing vhe 
entitative aft of fin thus : * (1): Every evil at. when produced 1s 
© conſerved by God, Ergo. The antecedent he proves thus : be- 
*cauſe otherwiſe every evil aCt ſhould not in its exiſtence imme- 
* diately depend on God, but be independent ; and ſo by ſtronger 
© reaſon, the wil itſelf, which is more perfeCt than its act, ſhould 
© be independent. Again, if it be not repugnant to the Divine 
* Bonitic to conſerve the evil act, neither is it repugnant to it to 
© produce the ſame. (2) The wil is of itſelf indifferent to any 
© at, therefore it muſt be determined to every a& by God. (3) 
*If God be not the immediate cauſe of the a&, which is evil , he 
©is not the Maker of al Beings. (4) Al good that is not God, 
*is from God as the Efficient thereof ; but the act morally evil 1s 
*yet naturally good. Ergo. Hence he procedes to anſwer the 
Objections of his and our Adyerſarics thus : *(1) If God pag 
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© the ſame evil aft , which man produceth, then he ſins as man ſins. 
£ Whereto he anſwers, by denying the conſequence, and that on 
«this reaſon ; becauſe man doth not therefore preciſely ſin, be- 
© cauſe he doth an evilact, as it is Ens or a#; but therefore he 
« ſins, becauſe he doth it evily, s. e. againſt right reaſon ; [or the 
* Law of God] but now God produceth the ſame act according to 
©right reaſon, and therefore wel. So the ſame man borne in 
© fornication, 1s produced by God wel, but by the fornicator evil- 
©ly. But (2) itis farther objected by his Adverſaries then, as 
by ours now, thus: Thou wilt ſay, that thoſe things that are , per 
ſe, in themſelves [ or intrinſecally] evil, as the hatred of God, or the 
like, can never be wel done : therefore neither by God. *1 reſponde, 
© faith he, (as we) that there is or can be no cntitie which may 
©not be wel done, albeit not by every Agent : e, g. man envieth ; 
© but God, although he produce the ſame aCt of eavie with man, 
* xet he doth not envie. For al ſuch a@ts, beyond the ſimple pro- 
* duction or motion of ſuch or ſuch a thing, do connote ſome- 
© thing on the part of the Author, who is ſo denominated , which 
© agrees not to God : So to ſteal, beſides the ſimple tranſlation of 
© the thing from place to place , connotes the thing ſtolne not to 
© belong to him that tranſlated it : but God tranſlating the ſame 
«thing, doth not tranſlate what is not his own ; and therefore is 
© not ſaid to be the thief, &c. But here we arc to note, that 
whereas Gregorins Ariminenſis makes God to be a partial cauſe of 
ſin, it 1s not to bc underſtood, as if God were the parteal cauſe of 
the entitative act, for ſo he makes God to he a rora/cauſe ; but he 
cals God a partial cauſe of ſin, as he produceth only the entitative 
act, not the vitiolitie, whereof man only is the moral cauſe, Thus 


Objeft. 2. 


alſo Ho!cot , our Country-man, ſuper Sentent. lib. 2. Diſt. 1. 4q. 1. Hicot, 


makes God to be a partial cauſe of ſin, yet not the Author of it : 
whereby he plainly means, as he cxplicates himſelf, that God is 
the phyſical cauſe of the ſubſtrate mater, or entitative a&t only, 
but man the moral cauſe of the vitiolitie alſo. This I mention, 
becauſe a reverend Divine of name among us from theſe expreſli- 
ons of Ariminenſis and Holcot, would perſuade us, that they make 
God the partial cauſe of the entitative act. We might adde to 
theſe the teſtimonies of Altiſtodorerſis, in Sent. 2. where he proves 
by ſtrong arguments, namely from the Paſſion of Chriſt, cc. That 
the evil aftion is from God operating and cooperating with the himax 


wil; of which more in what follows touching Bradwardine, 4 © 
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CG — found Bradwardine , whom , might I be allowed my libertie, { 
-c061, 472 V® ſhould rather reckon among our firſt Reformers, than among the 


for efficacious 
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Sons of Antichriſt ; for indeed he was a zeloſe Patron of, and 
ſtout Champiorefor the fundamental points of the Reformed Reli- 
gion, ſpecially efficacious free Grace, which he with ſo much coy. 
rage, {trength of argument, and flaming zele cetended againſt the 
Pclagians of thoſe days. This Thomas Zradwardine, borne at Hart 
field in Suſſex, flouriſhed about the year 1350. He was a perſon 
of prodigiole natural ingenie, which he greatly poliſht by ai man- 
ner of acquired Sciences , ſpecially the Mathematics and fchola. 
ſtic Theologie. He was a great Aﬀecter and Admirer of. meta. 
phyſic Contemplations, which in his firſt ſtudies he greedily 
drank in, even to the neglect of the holy Scriptures, becauſe they 
favored not of a mctaphyſic ſtyle, as he himſelf informes us, in 
his Book de Cauſa Dei. When, ſaith he , in the ſtate of my unrege. 
neracie, I came into the Scholes, and heard Leitures on Pauls Epiſt!:; 
of free Grace, &C. it did no way reliſh with me , quia non ſapit ſ!ylum 
metaphyſicum , becauſe it ſavored not of a metapbyſic ſtyle. It was 
with me, as it was with Auguſtin of old, nothing would pleaſe but ſcls- 
laftic diſcourſes for free wil, &c, But after his Converhion he was, 
as another Augu#in, the greateſt Champion for free efficacious 
Grace. Bala , de Script. Brit. cent. 5. cap. 87. tels us, © That 
© Fohn Baconthorp; that famoſe Divine and Engliſh-man, returning 
© from Paris had a great .conteſt with Bradwardine about the 
© points of Gods Preſcience and Predeſtination ; to. whom at 
© laſt Bradwardine aſſents in al thoſe points; as the ſame Bacon, 
thorp declares, in Sent. lib. 4. Diſt. 1. q. 4. Afterwards he was cal. 
led to be Confeſſor to King Edward III. and thence made Arch. 
biſhop of Caxterbrry, without any deſire of his own thereto. He 
was indeed a good Mathematician, a great Philoſopher, and cx- 
cellent Divine, being communly [tiled Dottor profundus, the pro- 
found Dobtor, 

Neither was he leſfe renowned for his Pictie and Zele in-the 
Cauſe of God , againſt the Pelagians, which he defended with 
great fervor, as wel as acumen of ſpirit ; which allo is greatly il 
Iuſtrious in his defence of Gods efficacious Concurſe. and Providence 
about the ſubſtrate mater of ſinful! as. T his he frequently incul- 
cates in his moſt excellent Book de Cauſa Dei, ſpccially bb. 1.c..30, 


31,932, 23, 24, He demonltrates (1) That al voluntary afions 
are 
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I now come to Thomas Bradwardine, our pious, learned and pro- 
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are governed by the Laws of Divine Providence, Cap. 30, 31.p. 
271, &c. (2) That althings which have any natural Entitie or 
Being, procede from Gods Providence actually and efficaciouſly diſpo- 
ſing them, and not merely permitting, Which he demonſtrates ma- 
ny ways: as [1] Becauſe there u 10 att ſimply evil and inordinate, 
by any inordination precedent to the divine wil. [2] Becauſe other- 
wiſe the whole Univerſe wo:ld not be diſpoſed in the beſt manner. 
[3] Becauſe the Scriptures both of Old and New Teſt aments, aſcribe 
to God in his Providence abo;t Sin attiwve Names. Thus cap. 32. 
p. 288. (3) That about whatever Gods Permiſſion is, his attual YVo- 
lition ts alſo employed about the ſame. And he gives this demon- 
ſtcative reaſon hereof : For albut theſe things that are evi! as evil 
are not good, yet it is g00d that there ſhould be not only good things, 
but alſo evil. For unleſs it were good that evils be, the Ommpotent good 
would not ſuffer them to be, as Cap. 33. 


Hence, (4) He comes /. 34. to the ſtate of the controverſie, pw God wits: 
How God wils ſin, and how he wils it not, | 1] He proves, p. 294, Sin. 


295. That God muſt neceſſarily wil the exiſtence of Sin, becauſe he 
permits it : alſo God doth yo/untarily provide for, yea att al the vo- 
luntary aits of the wil both ood and evil, with al their poſitrve cir- 
cumſt ances, which neceſſarily import ſin. Again, © This Propoſition, 
($2 xs, is true; and therefore there mult be ſome cauſe of its 
(truth; which can be no other than the divine wil, from which 
*e] complexe beings as wel as incomplexe have their origina- 
(tion. Again, * Whatever 1s good muſt procede from the firſt 
00d : but that Sin exiſte, 1s good, according to Avncutrr, So 
© Hugo ſaith, That God wils that ſins exiſte, becauſe this is cood. 
© Moreover, he brings in Hy7o ipeaking thus ; (which deſerves 
{a great remarque) If zt be ſaid, God wils fin, thu ſeems barſh and 
@candalous to the ear , and therefore ſome pious mind doth refute 
' this, not becauſe that which is ſpoken, is il ſpoken, but becauſe that 
© which 15 wel ſpoken ts il underſtood, [2] Thence Bradwardie pro- 
cedes to refure Lombard, who aſſerts, That God wils ſin as a pu» 
niſhment, not under this reaſon, as it is ſin;, [_1i. e. materiatly or en- 
titatively conſidered ] which Hypotheſis of Lombard he refutes, 
by ſhewing, © That the puniſhment of {iz: 1s neceſſarily conjoined with 
(the Sin: ſo that if God wils fin as a puniſhment, he muſt ne- 
'ceſſarily wil the exiſtence of fin. Alſo whoever knows two 
'things tobe neceſſarily and infeparably conjoined, and wils that- 


'they ſhould be ſo conjoined, and knowingly and rationally wils 
© one; 
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<one; the ſame perſon wils alſo the other; ſpecially if about 
© both he employ an a&t of his wil: But now God knows and 
< wils that thoſe two, Sin and Puniſhment be conjoined together, 
© and rationally wils the one, namely the puniſhment of ſin, 
© therefore alſo the ſin. Again, he that wils an Antccedent, wils 
© alſo the Conſequent, at leaſt in an univerſal, albeit not in a par. 
© ticular: for he that wils a whole, wils al the parts neceſſary 
* thereto, [3] Thence he procedes, p. 300. to ihew, how God 
wils ſin : God, faith he, doth no way wil Sin ſimply, but only in ſome 
limited reſpe&t : © For, to ſay that God wils ſomething ſimply, is, 
eaccording to the commun manner of ſpeech, to ſay, that he 
© loves it and approves of it as good, Yea, addes he, may it 
*not be ſaid, that in the whole Univerſe there is no ſuch thing 
©as Inordination, Deformitie, or Sin ſimply conſidered, but only 
© Sin in ſome rcſpet? Becauſe in regard of the prime and fu. 
* preme Cauſe, al Beings both poſitive and privative are ſweetly 
* diſpoſed with the higheſt wiſdome, beautie, and juſtice, Whence 
[4] Hepgives us the difference between Gods Concurſe to ſinful 
acts, and to ſuch as are good, p. 302. God, faith he, 75 not the 
Author of ſin, as of that which is done wel : *For of this he is the 
« Author ſo, as that he alone doth ſupernaturally create, and 
* give tothe wel-doer, Faith, Hope and Love, cc. But it is not 
ſoasto ſin. z. e. As to good, God prodnceth not only the natural 
act, but alſo the moral Bonitie, but as to Sin, he produceth 
only the natural entitative Act. [5] He thence p. 302. expli- 
cates, how the Apoſtle Pax! and the Fathers denied, that God 
wils Sin : * When, faith he, eAngny/tin and the other holy men 
© denie that God wils Sin, the Gut: of this negation ſeems this: 
© Becauſe the Apoſtle and Argnſtin, and other holy men placed 
© Predeſtination, Preſcience, and the like on Gods part, the Pe- 
* /agians and other Heretics would excuſe Sinners from their ſins, 
*and retort the cauſe and blame on God, who ſo predeſtinated 
© or foreknew : therefore theſe holy men would ſay, that God 
© by his Predeſtination, Preſcience or ſuch like, doth not compel 
*them againſt their wil to ſin, but that they ſin freely and by 
©their own wil ; and that God by predeſtinating, forcknowing, 
© or willing ſins, doth not fin, nor do unjuſtly, neither is he the 
© firſt imputable, -or culpable cauſe of ſins; but the firſt, impu- 
© table, and culpable cauſe is the proper wil of the Sinner. This 
indeed is the proper ſtate of our controverſic at this day. Then 
he 


Chap. 4+ How the entitative a is from God, &c. 


he addes, pag. 303. ©But if it yet be faid, that it always 
© hears il with many to ſay, That God doth any wiſe wil ſin, it 
*is certainly true, and that peradventure according to Hugo 


© before cited, not becauſe that which is ſaid is not wel ſaid, but Not quiaquod 
© becauſe that which is wel ſaid, is not wel underftood. 1 would dicttur non be- 


«to God therefore that they would take the Salt of Divine 


& wiſdome, and ſavor and underſtand the truth which is ſavo- gicirur, non 
cry to a fanetalt; and that they would know, that there is bene ineellig? 
©no evil in the world, which is not for ſome great good : why tur. Higes 


« therefore ſhould we ſubſtratt from the World, and from God 
« the Author of the World, this way of doing good, or of be- 
©nefaftion, which is ſo admirable and great? Yea it ſeems 
* more miraculoſe and great, to worke good out of evils than out 
© of goods, or to worke good only. And without peradventure 
<it ſeemeth ſo diſguſtful to many, if it be ſaid, that God wils 
© and produceth the aft of Inceſt of the Father with-the Davgh- 
«ter, of the Son with the Mother, of Parricide, Scdition, Blaſ- 
© phemie, and other like fins: and yet not only the Saints, but 
<alſo the Philoſophers ſpeak thus : For who in ſuch an inceſt pre- 
©pares the ſeed, and moves, creates, and infuſeth the ſoul into 
© the fetws, but God ? and however it may ſound, thus the Saints 
© of God ſpeak, yea the Spirit of God, who ſpeaks in them. 
What could be ſaid more acutely, demonſtratively- and di- 
vinely for the deciding our. controverſie , would men but re-- 
ceive it ? 


) Again, Bradwardize, 1. 2. C. 20. p. 542, &c. proves out How tbr Hilt« 


of Altiſſiodorenſis, ſuper 2. ſent. © That the evil attion is from God 
© operating and cooperating with the human wil.  Altiſſiodorenſis's ar- 
© ouments are theſe, P 1 ] From the Paſſion of Chriſt, which was 
* 200d, and proceded from a good cauſe, namely the Wil of God. 
<['2] From the act of Forgication, whereby an holy. Prophet is 
© begotten : which act is the cauſe of good, and therefore good z 
*and yet it is alſo evil: and therefore an evil action-as it is an 
eattion is good and from God. Thence he addes the Teſtimo- 
nie of Thomas, in Queſt. de malo, q. 19. where: he demands, 
Whether the aft of ſin be from God? and he anſwers thus: *It muſt 
©be faid, that among the Ancients there was a double opinion 
© concerning this mater : ſome ſaid more anciently, that the atti- 
* on of Sin was not from God, attending tothe'very Deformity of 
«Sip,. which is not from God: but ſome ſaid, that the attion of 
/ ) 
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© Sin is from God; attending to the very Eſſence of the Act, which 
© muſt be granted to be from God, and that on a double reaſon , 
« [1] Commun, becauſe God being Ens or Being by his own Eſſence, 
« and his very Eſſence his Being, it muſt thence neceſſarily follow, 
© that whatever doth participate of Being, muſt be derived from 
<him who is Being by Eſſence. [2] Special : for it is neceſſary 
© that al motions of ſecond Cauſes be produced by the firſt Mover, 
© who is God, asp. 554- : 

(6) Bradwardine, |. 2.C. 22. p. 559. riſeth higher, and proves 
ſtrongly, That i implies a contradiction for any Nature to att or 
move without God, of himſelf, properly, attually, and ſpecially applying 
.*r to alt, and moving of un. Which he demonſtrates many wayes: 
as [1] Becauſe no natural virtue or forme can operate without 
Gods cooperating therewith. [2] Becauſe al natural thingsor 
cauſes are but as [n{truments in regard of God the firſt Cauſe. 
£3] Becauſe the create wil cannot ſubſilt of it ſelf ; therefore 
neither can it act of it ſelf, as c. 24. p. 563. [4] Becauſe God, 
by reaſon of his infinite Actualitie, permits nothing but what he 
wils. 

How God ſhon=" ($8) Bratwardine, 1. 3. C. 29. P. 739. aſcends yet higher, and 
Ly Caſes demonſtrates, That God, albeit he smpel no man wolently againſt 
_ yr his wal, yet he impels al mens wils ſpontaneouſly, and draws them to 
Sin, + © al their free atts, even ſuch as have ſin annexed to them. * But fur. 
<ther, addes he, it may be probably ſaid, that God doth in ſome 

<ſenſe nececſlitate to the very aCt of ſin, as to the ſubſtance of 

© the a(t; yet it doth not thence follow that he doth neceſſitate 

< to ſing or to the deformitie of ſin, as it is ſin, or the deformitie 

of ſin: for the omnipotent God may, as it appears, ſeparate 

© the very ſubſtance of the aCt and whatever 1s politive in it from 

« the Deformitie of ſin, and can produce and conſerve ſuch an 

« effect really poſitive and good, without ſuch a defeCt and priva- 

«tive malice: Specially, ſithat Sin, Deformitie, Vitioſitie, or de- 

£ felt is not eſſentially the very act, nor of the eſſence of the at, 

« nor neceſſarily a conſequent of the ſubſtance of the aft. There- 

© fore the good God acting rightly, pre-aCting and in ſome ſenſe 

© neceſſitating to ſuch an a&t, according to its ſubſtance and na- 

© ture good, the vitioſitie or ſin doth not thence neceſſarily fol. 

© low : whence therefore doth it follow, but from the free wil 

« of the Creature freely deficient, and from the wil of the Sinner ? 

'What could be ſaid more acutely, more judiciouſly, more de. 

| monſtratiyely, 
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monſtratively, and more pioully, to put a period to this contro- 
yerlie, had not men a ſtrong impulſe to oppoſe the Truth? | 
have been the more prolixe in rehearſing theſe illuſtcious and de- 
monſtcative Sentiments of Bradwardize, becauſe 1 find nothing 
newly ſtarted by our Adverſaries, but what I find rationally, ſo- 
Iidly, and convictively ſolved by him, above three hundred years 
ſince. As for his ſolutions to the particular Objetions made by 
his Opponents then, and ours now, we ſhal produce them ia 
what follows in anſwer to the ObjeCtions againſt our Hypotheſis, 
C1.6.$.1, 2. 


Having produced the concurrent Sentiments of the ancient The Dominicas: 
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Fathers and Scholemen for the confirmation of our Hypotheſis, /entiments- 


we might now deſcend tothe later Scholemen, ſpecially the Tho- 
miſts ; but theſe lie under the ſame criminal accuſation and im- 
putation with our Adverſaries, as the orthodoxe (alviniſt; and 
it deſerves a particular remarque, that look as the Pelagian Je- 
ſuites oppole the Dominicans in this point under the Bears skin 
of being Calvinſts, lo the Arminians and New Methodiſts op- 
pole the Calviniſts in the ſame point, under the Bears skin of 
being Dominicans : and indeed no wonder, ſithat the Domini- 
cans and Calviniſts in this point about Gods predeterminative 
Concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin do greatly accord. And 
let our Adverſaries ſay what they liſt againſt the Dominicans, 
it's certain, that in this mater they have done great ſervice to the 


cauſe and interelt of Truth: and particularly Alvarez, who is 1yr;x, 


principally ſtruck at by the adverſe partie, deſerves great ho- 
nor and diligent inſpection by thoſe who have any kindneſs for 
our Hypotheſis, or any part of the Doctrine of Efficacious Grace. 
lam not ignorant what an heavy load of [mputations, Strangine, 
and a Reverend Divine of Name among our ſelves, have laid 
upon him in their Oppoſitions to what he has writ in the defenſe 
of our Hypotheſis; but the Jeſuites themſelves, whoare his moſt 
puiſſant Impugnators, give him a more candid and favorable 
treatment : For in the treaty between them and the Janſeniſts 
begun Feb. 18. 1663. the Jeſuites rejefting the Arbitrament of 
Gregorie Arimanenſis and Eſtius, whom they judged more ſevere, 
they pitcht upon Alvarez as the more moderate, 'to whom they 
required the Janſeniſtsto cogforme in thoſe points controverted, 
in order toan accommodement : 4nd the reafons they allege are 
of moment; * For, ſay they, Alvarez having aſliſted at the Con 

R © oregations 
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© orepations de Auxilizs, there is a grand apparence, that he and 
«thoſe others who writ at the ſame time and ſince, took up this 
© mode of ſpeech to falve Libertie, according to the movements 
© and ſentiments which the Popes, Clement 8*b, and Paul 5% had; 
ealbeit they made no Decree on this mater ;, of which ſee Re. 
fſutat. de Pere Ferrier, Chap. 6. and Idea of Fanſemſme, p. 82, 
wherein remarque, (1) That the Jeſuites, Alvarez's ſworne ene. 
mies, give him a more favorable character, as one, who for his 
moderation was employed by the Popes to aſſiſt at the Congre. 
gations de Ayxiliis, for the compoſing the differences in thoſe 
points in controverſie between the Dominicans and Jeſuites about 
Predetermination. Yea, (2) That the Popes themſelves, Ct. 
ment 8th, and Paul 5, had the ſame ſentiments with Alvarez, 
Is it not ſtrange then, that the Jeſuites, who are profeſſed ene. 
mies to Predetermination, and the Popes themſelves, who have 
been generally favorers of Pelagianiſme, ſhould have a greater 
kindneſſt for Alvarez's ſentiments about Predetermination, than 
Proteſtant Divines, whoſe Doftrine againſt the Pelagians and 
Jeſuites can never be defended but by thoſe principes on which 
eAlvarez, bottomes his Predetermination ? For mine own part, I 
cannot but confeſſe, that in thoſe Notions about Efficacious 
Grace and Predetermination, I read Alvarez with al poſlible di- 
ligence and exactitude of ſpirit, and found therein ſo penetrant 
an acumen, ſo profound ſoliditie, and ſuch maſculine Demon- 
ſtrations, as that I never met with his equal, excepting Brad- 
wardine and Ariminenſir. This Juſtice I conceive my ſelf ander an 
eſſential obligation to do him, to wipe off thoſe undeſerved cla- 
mors and aſperſions which Srrangims and another Divine of note 
among us, have loaded him with. His own Sentiments in the 
defenſe of our Hypotheſis are laid down in his excellent Difpu- 
tations- de Aux. 1. 3. Diſput. 24. where he doth witha great deal 
of moderation and yet invincible force of argument demonſtrate, 
That God doth by a previow motion, truely and efficiently, or actord- 
«up tothe mode of a phyſal cauſe, premove free-wil to the att of ſin, 
<< it 15 an Af or Being, His Arguments for the demonſtration of 
this Theſis are weighty and invincible, namely from the Parti- 
Gpation, Limitation, and Dependence of every Secorid cauſe, &c. 
Of which hereafter, c. 5; Laſtly, that the Scholernen generally, 
defides ſuch as are Pelagzar, aſſert divine Predetermination to the 
material entitie of Sin, ſee Twiſſe, YVind, Grar, l. het 4 1 
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Chap. 4. The Do@rine of Janſenius concordant, &c. 


upon the Theatre by our Adverſariesas Patrons of their Anti- ] 
theſis : but this is ſo great a miſtake in mater of fa@t, that 1 can- 
not but admire any learned man ſhould take refuge under it. 
Yet thus Srrangis 1. 2. c. 14. p. 318. brings in Janſen oppoſing 
Auguſtin both to the Dominicans and Jeſuites as to the point of 


Predetermination. The like 1s urged by a Reverend Divine of C.T. p. . 
repute among us. But this miſtake is roo obvious and great to f- 93+ 


take place among diligent and impartial Inquirers : For (1) It's 
evident, that Fanſenin rejetted the terme Predetermination as 
maintained by the Dominicans, not the thing it ſelf as aſſerted 
by Auguſtin: Thus in his Augaſt. Tom. 3. l. 2. c. 22. pag. 77, &c. 
he proves, *© That there is no manner of ſpeech among the Schole- 
* men ſo efficacious and pregnant to expreſſe Predetermination 
©by, but Auguſtin uſeth the ſame to illuſtrate Gods efficacions 
*concurſe. And Tom. 3. L.8. c. 1. p. 343. he acknowledgeth, 
© That thoſe learned men the Dominicans have reached the Mar- 
row of Divine Adjutorie, and thence the true opinion of Au- 
Fouſtin. Again, cap. 3. p. 346. he ſaith expreſſely, that herein Me- 
dicinal Adjutorie agrees with phyſic Predetermination, that the 
office of phyſically predetermining the wil doth truely belong unto tt, and 
i may be termed by that name taken not only in the abſtr aft, but alſo 
in the concrete. Whence in the ſame Chapter he uſeth the ver 
terme of phyſic Predetermination to exprelle efficacious Concurſe 
by, albeit not in the ſame manner as it is uſed by the Scholemen. 
Sothat it's evident, he was not averſe from the thing, albeit he 
but ſeldome uſed the terme to avoid the cavils of Scholaſti 
Theologues, asalſo to confine himſelf to the termes uſed by 4 
pf (2)) That reverend Divine among us, who makes vu 
of Fanſenine's name againſt phyſic Predetermination, doth yet 
grant, that Fanſenizs held, the exiſtence of ſin to be neceſſary as 4 
Punt . Wherein he oppoſeth Fanſemns, and alſo Hugnſtin, 
who held, that ſin as a puniſhment, was willed and canſed by God, as 
before. (3) Janſenius Auguſt. de Statu Nat. Lap. 1. 4. C. 21. p. 
264. aſſures us, That men m their lapſed ſtate, before Faith be m- 
troduced, are under the captrovtie of luſt, and can do nothin _— 
which captiuitie is the ſame with that foreſaid neceſſitie pw coattion, 
whereby fins committed by unbelievers are ſaid to be neceſſary, and 
therefore have no power ts abftain from ſim. And Tom, 3. de 
Grar, Chrifts, 1. 10. be Rtoutly maintains theſe following aſſerti- 
R 2 ons 


I now palle on to Fanſenius and his Sectators, who are brought The Dodtrine of 


The Janſeniſis 
ſentar16nts. 


The Janſenifts ſentiments. 


Book ITT. 


ons about Reprobation , which clearly evince Gods efficacious 
predeterminative concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin. [1] He 
proves, cap. 2. pag.420. That Gods negative R gprobation 1s, alſo ps 


ſttive. [2] Hedemonſtrates, cap. 4. pag. 423. That the cauſe of 
Reprobation , according to its comparative conſideration, 15 the abſolute 
wil of God, This is owned by reverend Mr. Baxter, (athyl. Theol, 
part. 3. Seft. 7. $.22. pag.oz. in theſe words: [[7anſenuw's Do- 
drine is that] the Reprobation of men was by Gods poſitive abſo!ute 
wil, of men in original ſin, and the effett of it excecation and obdura- 
tion, This being his proper opinion , it neceſſarily follows, that 
he aſſertedl Gods predeterminative concurſe to the entitative at 
of ſin: for, as it is granted by Srrangrns, and others, cfhcacious 
predetermination always follows as a neceſſary conſequent of ab. 
ſolute predefinition : it God abſolutely decrees to leave men to 
{n, it neceſſarily follows , that he efficaciouſly determine men to 
the entitative a& of ſin. - [3] He goes higher than moſt of our 
Drvines dare do in this point, in alerting, cap. 5. pag. 424. That 
damnation, excecation, obduration are the fer of Reprobation. But 
yet cap. 7. pag. 427, he anſwers the objection of ſuch , that argue 
hence, That Godlies in wait to deſtroy ſuch as are reprobated, allu- 
TINg us., that the ſwmner only is the culpable criminal cauſe of his own 
damnation. And cap. 10. pag. 433. he demonſtrates, That R epro- 
bates are not created wito damnation , 1.e, damnation as ſuch is not 
the end of their creation : which ſufficiently vindicates the holy 
God from being the cauſe of their ſin or damnation. 

As for the Janſeniſts, that they are of the ſame perſuaſion with 
the Dominicans as touching our Hypotheſis, is evident from their 
conceſſions to the Jeſuites in their Treatic begun Febr. 18. 1663. 
mentioned in the Refutation of Pere Ferrier, Chap.6. alſo Idea of 
Fanſeniſme, pag. 82. The ſum was this: The Biſhop of {omenze, 
a friend of the Janſeniſts, propoſed this as an expedient to recon 
cile the two Parties, That the Fanſeniſts declare , that they had no 
other ſentimezit about this mater, but what was taught by the Thomiſts. 
And becauſe ſome of the Thomilts flie higher than others , the 
Jeſuites demanded , That the Fanſenifts ſhould reduce themſelves to 
the forme of ſpeech uſed by Alvarez. So that it ſeems the Janſenilts 
10 the point of efficacious Concurſe are looked on by the Jefuites 
(as. indeed they are) as thoſe that went beyond the very Do- 
minicans. The Janſeniſts replied , © That the doctrine of 7anſe- 
*2#x5. Was not diflerent from that of the Thomiſts , albeit .it was 


© not. | 
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Chap. 4. The ſentiments of Reformed Diviner. 


«not his deſigne to render himſelf conforme to them, but to Au- 
oin. And the trug reaſon why the Janſeniſts do not maintain 
greater correſpondence with the Dominicans, is, not their diffe- 
rence in doQtrine, but becauſe many of the Dominicans have by a 
Spirit of Cabal, or of FaCtion joined with the Jeſuites. 

Laſtly, that our Hypothelis, touching Gods efficacious Concurſe to The Roman Ca- 
al ations, even to ſuch as have ſin appenaent to them, was generally techi/me.- 
owned , not only by ſingle Sects or Parties, but by the generalitic 
of the Roman Church , before the riſe of the JFeluites, is evident 
from the Doctrine of the Roman Catechiſme, publiſhed by the 
command of the Council of Trent ; where in the explication of Non folim De- 
the Apoſtles Creed, about the end of the firſt Article, par. 1. cap. 2. 5 untverſa quz 
$. 20. pas. 23. (edit. 1619.) we find this great teſtimonic to con- «-— penny 
firme our Hypotheſis : God doth not only preſerve and adminiſtrate aq; admini- 
althings that are by his providence , but alſo doth by an intime virtue, ſtrat, verdm e- 
impel thoſe things that are moved and do att any thing , to motion and am quz mo- 
ation ; ſo that albeit he doth not impede the efficience of ſecond cauſes, liovia ma = 
yet he prevents them, in as much as his moſt ſecret force reacheth unto © ==ghr gpm 
althings;, and as the Wiſe-man teſtifies, Wild. 8. 1. He reachith from tum atq; aRio- 
one end to another nr ghtily, and ſweetly doth order althings. Wherefore nem ita impel- 
it is ſaid by the Apoſtle, ACt. 17.21. For in him we live , and move, lit, ur quamvis 
and have our bein7» What could have been faid more clearly and 1 —_ _ | 
fully for the aſſerting a predeterminative Concurſe to al ations entiam nonim. 
and motions of the creature, even ſuch as have fin annexcd to pediart, prave- 
them ? And by whom is this Doctrine taught ? By the Council of nat tamen,cim 
Trent , Which is the ſtandard and meaſure of the Raman Fait,z, ©=5 occultiſſ- 
and no great friend to the DoCtrine of Chriſt. Is it not: ſtrange __ — 
then, that Reformed Divines, yea ſuch as would be accounted Sapient. "4" 
Calviniſts, cannot allow the efficacious Concurſe of God ſo much 44. 17. 
as Trent-Papilts allow ? 

$. 3. We have ſeen how far the Latin Fathers and thoſe who l1i- The ſentiments of 
ved inCommunion with the Roman Church have openly eſpouſed Xforme Di- 
our Hypotheſis; ket us now deſcend to Reformed Theologues,and © 
examine what their ſentiments have been hereof. And here indeed 
we have anample field to exſpatiate in, albeit our Acverfaries 
the new Methodiſts would confine us to a ſmal number of Adhe- 
rents. We ſhal begin with Zohn Wiclef, our firſt Engliſh Apoſtolic wictef. . 
Reformer, who tallowing Br&lwaraine his Collegue in this, as in 
many other points about Grace, aſſerted , That as God neceſſitates 
the ſuturitions of inſtants, ſo alſs he neceſſitates al the events which p 

; thoſe. 


The ſentiments of Reformed Divines. 


held, That God neceſſitates al aftive creatures to each of their ally, 

as Walden, tom. 1. cap. 21. pag. 35. & cap. 23. pag. 37. allo Wideford, 

pag. 240, 248. Again he allerted, That ro whatever Gods permiſ 

ſton reached, to that alſo his attual volition reached ; as Walden, tom,1, 
pag. 39. which clearly demonſtrates our Hypetheſis. 

Calvin But we paſſe on to John Calvin , whom tome new Mcthodiſts, 
particularly Srrangius, would force into their Campe. Thug 
Strang. pag. 384, 554. where he endeavors to take off { alvin from 
our Partie : but he that looks into Calvins Inſtitutions, /. 1. c. 18, 
wil find our aſſertion not only nakedly owned, but fully explics- 
ted and demonſtrated, and that by a multitude of ſcriptural in. 

Interdatm bong ſtances. Particularly he proves, (1) That God wils the exiſtence 

voluntate ho- of mens ſins ;, ſo that things repugnant to Gods wil of precept, are ye 

minem velle a- broyoht about by his efficactous wil of Decree and Providence. (2) That 

-< woe Gods permiſſion of ſin is not otioſe, but attrve and energetic. (3) That 

Ruriusfieripoc Gods providence moderates and orders the fins of men, And he con- 

fe, ut idem ve. cludes the Chapter with' this ſeaſonable caution : © As for thoſe 

lit homo yo- © to whom this Doctrine of Gods judicial induration may ſeem 
lunate mala, © rigid, let them but a little think , how tolerable their moroſitie 
gow _ _— * may be, who reject a thing atteſted by ſuch clear teſtimonies of 

Aves, *i* <Scripture , becauſe it excedes their capacitie , and count it a 
* crime to bring to light things, which if God did not know to be 
© profitable fot our knowlege, he would never have reveled them 
© by his Prophets and Apoſtles. So in other parts of his Works, 
as Reſp. contra Pighium , de Libr. Arbitr. pag. 225. alſo Trattar. d: 
orcalta Dei providentia, he clearly aſſerts and demonſtrates our Hy. 
potheſis. This is wel taken notice of by judicious Davenant , 1n 
his Animadverſions 6n Gods love, &Cc.p.3 22. © It is, ſaith he, Calvin 
Opinion, de occult. Dei provident. refp. ad 2. wr. -7 Ade non forte- 
tum efſe, ſed occulto Dei decreto or dinatum. God foreſaw Adam: 
© fal ; he had power to have hindred it, but he would not, br- 
© cauſe himſelf had decreed otherwiſe. This is the effect of Cat 
© #7735 doftrine. But as for the involving of men 1n fin ana dams 
© ton out of hes only wil and pleaſure , theſe are conſequents falſely 
© inferted upon {atwvrns Doctrine, by himſelf diſclaimed, ec. 

Tring lite How much Zainglizs fayored this opinion of Gods efficacious 
Concurſe to the entitative act of an, is ſufficiently evident from 
thoſe great reproches which the Papiſts lode him with for it ; 
which he wiped off with this anfwer, © That the ſawe ares 
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Book 
thoſe inſtants are futures, Art, Conſtant. damnat. 278. Again, he 
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Chap. 4- The ſentiments of Reformed Diviner: 


« which is ſinful in regard of man, is not ſo in regard of God, be- 

«cauſe he is not under the ſame Law with man. Thus Baronixs, 

Metaphyſ. Seft. 8. Diſput. 3. $. 87. P4. 152. The third mode, ſaith 

he, # peenliar to Zuinglius , who reacherth, that God exciting the wil 

to an evil objelt doth not ſin, becauſe God hath no Law ſet to him, but 

man bath. To which Baronius anſwers, That albeit God hath no 

Law ſet to him by = Superior, yet he hath a Law ſet to him by his own 

nature , not to deal injuſtly or cruelly with men, This replie, al- 

though borrowed from Belarmine, is now become commun with 

our Adverſaries, yet without the leaſt ſhadow of reaſon : for they 

do but beg the queſtion, in ſaying, That God hereby deals injuſtly 

or cruelly with his creature. As for Zuinglius's proper ſentiments 

about Gods exciting and applying the wils of men to the eatits- 

tive aQts of ſin, they are fully and clearly laid down in his Book de 

Providentia Dei, cap.6. tom. 1. of his Workes, pag. 365. Seeing 4 

Law ts given to man, he always ſins , when ht attes againſt the Law, 

albeit he neither be, nor live , nor operate, but in God, and from God, 

and by God : But what God workgs by man ts turned to man for ſin, but 

not in like manner to God : for man 15 under a law, but God is free — 

Therefore one and the ſame wickedneſſe , ſuppoſe adulterie or homicide, Umyn igirar 
us from God the Author , Motor, and Impulſor, it is a work, not a atq; idem fact- 
crime ;, but a4 it is from man, ſo it 1s a crime and wickedneſſe : for God 95, quantum 
# not bound up by law, but man is condemned by law. Thus he pro- «nm Autho- 
cedes to illuſtrate by many exemples , of David, &c. Thence, "=p 
peg. 367. he inſtanceth in the induration of Pharaoh, &c. where- pus eft, crimen 
mnote, (1) That he cals God the Aathor, Motor, and Impuſor of non eſt ; quan- 
the aft ; which muſt be underſtood, not morally, but phyſically, 4m. autem ho- 
2 he excites and applies the wil to its a&t.. (2) That he frees - _, = 
God from being the Author or moral cauſe of the ſin, becauſe he ec, Tye exp. 
ates not againſt any law : a diſtintion which was valid in his lege non tene- 
time, albeit ſcoffed at now-a-days even by Reformed Divines, yea fur, hic aurem 
Calyiniſts. Neither was this diſtinQtion coined by Z inghns, as '8< tiamdam- 
Belarmine and others would fain perſuade, but in uſe long before _ "yt 
Zainglins, by Scotus, Ariminenſes, and other ſcholaſtic Theologues, ys T 
who followed Augyſtin herein. Thus Scotws, in Sent. 2, Diſt. 37, 

Lueft. 2. faith, The ſame aftion 1s ſinſal in regard of the create wil, 


but not 44 to Gods Concurſe , quia voluntas creata debed reftitudinem 
atoni tribuere, Deus autem non debet, becauſe the create wil is nuder 
® eſſential obligation or law, to give reititude to the attion, but God is. 
we, as before. 
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Chamiers Defence of owr Hypotheſis, Book IL 


How deeply Bez.z was engaged in the defence of our Hypothe. 
ſis is ſufficiently evident by his Controverſies in this point: ag 
Tratat. Theo!og. vol. 1.paz. 313, &Cc. in anſwer to the calumnieg 
of Heſhuſius about the Providence of God, he faith, (1) That nw 
event ever happens otherwiſe than God decrees : which he demon. 
ſtrates from-the Omaipotence of God, Thence he proccdes, 
(2) to demonſtrate, That albeit God wil, and know , and decree al 
things in the world, yet that he 1 not the Author of ſin. SO pag. 315, 
(3) He proves, That Gods permiſſion of ſin us not idle or merely ne. 
gative, This he demonſtrates, pag. 317. from the vendition of 
Toſeph;, the robbing of Job; the raviſhing of Davids wives by 
Abſolon ; Davids numbering the people and Gods inciting his 
heart thereto ; Shime:'s curling of David; the defection of the 
ten Tribes from Rehoboam, &c. (4) He procedes, par. 319. to 
the fal of Adam , which he aſlertes to be from the decree and or: 
Jination of God, &c. The ſame Controverſie he marageth a 
gainlt Caſtellio, de aterna Det predeſtinatione,p.z60.where he proves, 
That Adams fal was decreed and determined by God, The like, 
pag. 401. where he proves, That God doth not compel men to ſm, 
or infuſe ſin into them, but juſtly and rightly incite their wils to the en- 
titative att which is good. This he confirmes by the induration of 
Pharaoh, and Gods making uſe of wicked inſtruments for the pu. 
niſhment of men. That Calvin and Beza did fully eſpouſe our 
Hypotheſis is evident not only by the oppoſition of Bellarmine and 
his ſeCtators, but alſo by that of Armimus, who objectes the very 
ſame things againſt them, as are objected againſt us, namely, 
That God ordained that man ſhould fal and become vitioſe : by which 
opinion, ſaith he, God is made the Author of Adams fal and ſin : of 
which ſee Strange, lib. 3. cap. 2. pag. 554. - And indeed al the 
Helvetian Churches to this very day continue very orthodox and 
zeloſe againſt al the Arminian Dogmes , in this as in other 
points; which ſufficiently appears by their new Articles lately 
added to their Confeſſion, and ſigned by their Miniſters and Pro- 
feſſors, for the condemning the new method of Amyraldxs, and 
others in the French Churches, 

That not only the German and Helvyetian, but alſo the French 
Churches in their firſt Reformation fully maintained our Hypo 
theſis, is moſt evident by the moſt elaborate , acute , and demon 
ſtrative determinations of great Chamizr, the greateſt light that 
ever France Reformed had, Calvin only excepted, who in his fs 
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Chap. 4- The Teſtimonie of Lud. Crocius, 
at, Cathol. tom. 2. ib, 3. gives us a copioſe, diſtin, and con- 
victive deciſion of this Controverſie as then agitated by the Cal- 
viniſts and Jeſuites ; which anſwers exaCtly to our preſent Con- 
troverſie with the new Methodiſts. He titles this Book , Of che 
Author of ſin : and proves, cap. 1. That the Reformed Divines do 
not make God the Author of ſin, albeit the Jcſuites accuſe Calvin, 
Martyr, and Beza therewith. Thence, cap. 2. he layes down the 
opinion of the Reformed Divines, namely , That al aftions both 
ſinful and good are to be referred to the altuoſe providegce of God. 
Which he demonſtrates by Shime:'s curſing David, Abſoloms incelt, 
&c. Whence, cap. 3. he paſleth on to the Papiſts opinion touch- 
ing the Providence of God about fin, which they make to be on- 
ly by pecularive, idle permiſſion, as ſome new Methodilts, Cap. 4. he 
procedes to prove, That God wi!s the exiſtence of ſin. Wherein 
he anſwers Bellarmines ObjeCftions againſt Calvin and Beza as to 
this point. Cap. 5. he palleth on to the ſecond Argument of the 
Calviniſts, namcly, That men are in their ſinful afts the inſtruments 
of God. Thence, cap. 6. he deſcends to their third Argument, 
from Gods excecation and induration of mens hearts : wherein he di- 
{tin&tly opens the Scriptures about induration. Whence, cap. 7. 
he comes to their fourth Argument, from Gods energie in Reef 
afts;, which he demonſtcates both rationally and ſcripturally. 
And thence, cap. 8. he gives us eA#2»ſtins opinion conſonant to 
Calvins herein. Whence in the following Chapters, 9,10,11,12. 
he anſwers the Objeftions and Arguments of the Papiſts, where- 
by they endeavor to prove, That the Caluviniſts make God the Au- 
ther of fin : which imputations are ſtil faſtened on us by the Ar- 
minians and new Methodiſts. 

We may adde hereto the ſentiments of Lu ovicus Crocius , Pro- The Tetimonie of 
feſor at Breme, and a Member of the Synod of Dorr, who in many Lud. Crociws, 
points, ſpecially that of midfle Science and univerſal Grace , fol- 
lows the new method, yet in this of Gods concarſe to the ſubſtrate 
mater of ſin, ſeems orthodox and concurrent to Calvins Dottrine, 

So in his Duodecas Diſſertat. Exegetic. De voluntate Dei, Diſſert. | 

8. theſ. 74. pag.415. where he tels us, © That the fundamen of TAS &- 
{clearing God from being the Author of fin is the diſtinCtion of yers pane;/es!. 
(the material and formal part of ſin, namely of the ation and the malitian]Deus 
* oitioſitie , which is in the action : for char, not rhis, he wits and vulr ac decer- 
(decrees ; and this, not that, he permits. And his reaſon is in- Pt: banc, non 
vincible ; © for otherwiſe there Books be an ation independent ("> PF 

* as 
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eas to God, and the efficacious providence of God ſhould be de. 
©nied, which is Epicurean.. And then, theſ. 9g. pag. 426. he tels 
us, * That as to the att of the Divine wil about ſm , the Scriptures 
© ſeem to-contradict themſelves, in that fome Scriptures aſſure ug, 
© that God doth not wil ſin, but hate it , with thoſe that commnt it, as 
*Pſal.5. 5,6, 7. Zach. 8. 17. and yet other Scriptures ſay, that 
© God wils, creates, and effefts ſins, as Eſa.45.7. Lam. 3. 37, 38, 
* Amos 3.6. Then he ſolves theſe ſeeming contradictions, by diſtin. 
©ouviſhing between the a7? and the witioſitie of the att: alſo be. 
© tween the act as it procedes from God, and as from the Creature : 
*laſtly between rhe decreeing wil of God, and the preceptive wil » 
©God.. Whence he concludes, the/. 100, thus : * For God bot 

*wils and produceth the aCt, as an act, of it ſelf indifferent to mo- 
ral bonitic and evil, c-c, And he addes, the. 101, © That this 
aCt in itſelf efſentially good , even as it is contaminated by the 
creature, God wils it asa puniſhment, and ufeth it as an ordain- 
ed convenient means for the beſt ends.. The like thef. 1 12. p.430. 
where he ſhews, how God wils ſin , not as fin, but as a puniſhment, 
&c. of which more fully hereafter, Chap. 5. $. 5. Theſe ſenti- 
ments of Lud. Crocs 1 rather chuſe to cite, becauſe he, in other 
points, follows the new method, andis cried up by ſome of that 

artie. 

As for the Judgement of the Synod of Dort touching our Hy. | 
pothelis, it is ſufficiently evident by their Determinations , as 
alſo by the oppolitions the Arminians made againſt them in this. 
point, both whiles they ſate, and afterwards. I am not igno- 
rant; that ſome of our Adverſaries are ſo confident as to cite ihe 
Synods teſtimonie in favor of their Antitheſis ; but this is fo falſe 
an imputation, as that I judge no inte{ligent impartial Reader can 
give credit to it.. There needs no more to evince the Synods: 
concurrence with us in this point , than their ſtout Tefence of ab- 
ſolute Reprobation ;, of which ſee Davenants Animadverſions on Gods 
tove, Pag. 242. 

We might adde almoſt an infinitude of Teſtimonies from Re- 
formed Divines, Churches, and Synods-for the confirmation of 
our Hypotheſis: but in whatremains we ſhal confine our ſelves to | 
the Doctrine and Teſtimonie of the Church of England, and thofe 
renowned Profeſſors of Theologie who have maintained and vin- | 
dicated our Hypothefis,, The Church of England as to Doctrine | 
imbibed',. even in her firſt Reformation , the ſentiments of 
Caluin 
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Calvin and the Reformed Churches in France , Holland, Helvetia, 
and Germanie z, albeit as to Diſcipline ſhe ſtuck unto Epiſcopal 
Juriſdiction. This is evident by that noble deſigne of Cranmer 
ang 6ar rſt Reformers , to reduce the Doctrine of al the Refor. 


med Churches unt6 one Contewon. 1 ſhal here onlv cul out a 
few Teſtimonies of ſome great Profeſſors of Theologie both in 
Oxford and Cambridge , who were of an Epiſcopal Judgemeat as 
to Diſcipline, yet ſtout Champions for our Hypotheſis. 

We ſhal begin with Davenart, a great Maſter of Reaſon, and 
one that went as far as he could, and I think, as far as any ought, 
in compliance with thoſe of the New Method ; yet he ſtil aſlert- 
ed, and with great ſtrength of reaſon defended abſolute Reproba- 
tron and Gods predeterminative concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin. 
Thus in his Determinations, when Profeſſor of Theologie at Cam- 
bridge, Queſt. 22. * In evil afts, faith he, God hath decreed to 
* permit the eyent, to concur with the Agent as an univerſal Mo- 
tor, and laſtly to order the event itſelf according to that of Hugo, 
* de ſacy. fid. lib. 1. cap. 13. God wils that ſin be , and yet he wils not 
ſin, i, e.*with a wil of approbation. So Queſt. 25. pag. 118. he 
grants, That Gods decree to permit ſin 1s efficacious, ſo as to extrat 

ood out of it. But he ſpeakes more fully for the defenſe of our 
Hypotheſis, in his « Arimadverſions on Gods love to mankind, pag.72. 
* But thoſe who derive the evil actions of men from their own 
* free wil as the proper efficient cauſe, and the exiſting or coming 
* of ſuch aftions #2 eventum a Decreto Dei permittente & ordinante, 
*are in noerroratal. But if any ſhal go about to ſet mans wil 

* at libertie , and to tie up ſhort the decreeing and determini 
* wil of God, as if this had not the determining ſtroke among 
* al poſlible evil actions or events, which ſhal infallibly be, and 
* which ſhal infallibly not be , he may avoid the ſuſpicion of Sto:- 
*ciſme and Mamnicheiſme , but he wil hardly avoid the ſuſpicion of 
* Atheiſme. For the greater number of mens aCtions being wick- 
*edand evil, if theſe come into act without Gods determinate 
* counſel and decree, human atffaires are more over-ruled by mans 
* wil, than by Gods. What could be ſaid more acutely and di- 
ſtin&tly for the demonſtration of our Hypotheſis ? He here al- 
ſertes, (1) That the exiſtence of evil attions 15 from Gods decree per- 
mitting and ordering of them. (2) That Gods decreeing wil aoth 
determine [or predetermine]] al poſſible evil ations or events, which 
ſhat infallibly be. And door need we allert more than this? And 
I 2 frequent- 
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rze to the" Agent. SO pag. 333, 340, 341, 351, 360. Yea, he proves, 
That the Armunians muſt , and do =— immutable abſolute decrees, 
which admit the ſame objettions and drffienlties , as thoſe of the Antiar- 
minians, SO pag. 354, 400, 418, 419. Laſtly he proves, That 
infallible preſcrence granted by the Arminians infers as much a neceſſitie 
01 the wil, as abſolute Reprobation, aſſerted by the Calviniſts.. Sop 4.18, 
4.19, 442, 462. LS 
Davenant was ſacceeded by Samuel Ward, Doctor of Divinitie, 
and Xargaret Profeſſor of Cambridge ;, a perſon of great natural 
acumen, and deep inſight into the main points in Controverſie 
between us and the Papilſts, as it appears by his acute and learned 
Determinations and Prelections publiſhed by Dr. Seth Ward, 
With what clear lights and heats he defended our Hypotheſis is 
fully manifeſt by his 24. Determination, pag.. 1 15. where he ſtout- 
ly demonſtrates this Theſis, That the concurſe of. God doth nat. takg 
away from things their proper moe of operation ;, according to that 
great ſaying (though in an apocryphous Book) Wſd. 8. 1. Wiſdome 
[:. e. the wiſe Providence of God? reacheth from one end to the other 
mightily, and yet orders althings ſweetly. He firſt ſtates the Con- 
troverſie, ſhewing how the Remonſtrants fal in with the Jeſuites, 
Bellarmine, Molina, Leſſius, &c. in aſſerting only a ſimultaneous im- 
mediate concurſe of God with the ſecond cauſe upon its ation and fe, 
yet ſo, that al the modification and determination of the att , ſpecially in 
free attions, be from the ſecond cauſe, as pag. 116. Contrary whereto 
he aſſertes, (1) That the concurſe of God with ſecond cauſes , even 
ſuch as are free, is an: antecedaneous influxe upon the very ſecond cauſes 
themſelves, moving and applying them to their work, This he demon- 
ſtrates both by Scripture and Reaſon. The Scriptures he cites are 
Eſa. 26. 12, 1 (or. 12: 5, 6. Eph. 1.11. Rom. 11,36. His Rea- 
fons are cogent, namely from Gods prime cauſalitie., the inſtrumental 
concurſe of al ſecond cauſes, the dependence of the human wil, &C. (2.) 
He aſiertes, par. 117: That this previous concurſe of God the firſt 
Cauſe dothr, ateording t0.its mode, modifie and determine al the altions 
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of the ſecond cauſes. This, which is fully coincident with our Hy- 

theſis, he invictly demonſtrates, [1] becauſe the Divine wil 
? determines itſelf for the produCtion of every the moſt ſpecial 
and ſingular effect ; therefore it is not determinable by any in- 
 ferior cauſe, as the influence of the Sun is, [2] Becauſ! as mans 
' free wil determines althings ſubject toit , fo much more effica- 
 cioully doth the Divine wil determine al create things ſubject 
*roit, [3] Hedemonſtrates the ſame from the ſupreme Perfſe- 
* tion of Divine Providence, whereunto it belongs determina- 
* tively to wil and predefine al and ſingular things which are 
» done in time , and to deſtine the ſame to thoſe ends intended by 
' itſelf, as alſo to move and applie al ſecond cauſes to. their deter- 
> minate effefts. [4] Becauſe otherwiſe the concurſe and deter- 
' mination of free-wil ſhould be exemted from the modification 
? of Divine Providence ; and ſo God ſhould not have a Provi- 
dence over althings.in-particular, but only in commun:. for, as 
* Thomas, pag. 1. 4.22, teacheth , The Divine providence extendes 
' on'y to thoſe things, unto which the Divine cauſalitie extendes : where- 
"fore if God doth not determine the concurſe of free-wil, he wil 
*not have a providence, but only a preſcience thereof in particu- 
'lar, as pag. 118, Thence (3) he aſlertes and demonſtrates, That 
this antecedaneous concurſe of God on ſecond cauſes modifying theiv 
ations, takes-not away from them their proper mode of operating. This 
he addes to clear up the conciliation of efficacious predetermina- 
tive concurſe with human libertie, and he doth it with a marvel- 
lous dexteritie and ſagacitie, withal ſhewing , that the Moliniſts 
and Remonſtrants, with Cicero., make man ſacrilegious, whiles they 
endeavor to make bim free. And Determinat. 26. pag. 132, touch- 
ing abſolute Reprobation he ſaith, that it is the antecedent., but 
not the cauſe of mens ſin. Laſtly, what his ſentiments were touch- 
ing efficacious predeterminative concurſe, is to be ſeen} in his moſt 
acute Cleram, de Gratia diſcriminante. 

From Cambridge we might paſle on. to. Oxford , and without 
much difficultie demonſtrate , that al the principal Profeſſors of 
Theologie ever ſince the Reformation have chearfuliy eſpouſed 
and ſtrongly defended our Hypotheſis againſt the Jefuites and Re- 
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monſtrants. Our learned and famoſe George Abbot, in his Queſtia. Grrge Aber... 


nes ſex, Prelet, &c. cap.6. diſcuſſeth this very Queſtion, e< 
Deus fit Author peccats, Whether God be the Author of ſm? And 


p47. 207. he gives us this diſtinct deciſion of the whole: 4. 7 
the. 


Dr. Holland, 
Prideaux, 
Barlow. 
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Gods Concurſe 
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{marque that terme which notes the higheſt PredeterminationJ 
of the ation and worke ; but not of the oblrquitie or curvitie tn alting : 
For God excites [i.e. predetermines ] tþe ſperits of wicked men ty 
attemt ſome things, &c. And he cites for it that great Effate of 
Avng»ſtin, de Przdeſt. Sanctor. Quod mals peccant rpſorum eſt z, quid 
vero peccando hoc vel illud agunt, ex virtute Dei tenebr as, prout wi. 
ſum eſt, dividentis, &c, What the Sentiments of pious and learn- 
ed Dr. Holland, Regius Profeſſor of Divinitie, and Dr. Pride. 
aux his Succeſſor, were, is ſufficiently evident by their warm 7ele 
againſt the Arminians. As for Dr. Barlow late Margaret Profeſlor, 
he has ſufficiently declared his aſſent and conſent to our Hypo. 
theſis, in his Exercitatio 2% de Malo, (oncluſ. 7. Rat. 3. where 
he provcs, That i ts impoſſible there ſhould be any fimte create En- 
titie which 1 not from God the Author of al Entitie, And to con- 
clude this Head, it is very evident, that not only the Profeſſors 
of Theologie, but alſo the Biſhops and Convocation, together 
with King Fames, were greatly oppoſite to Arminianiſme, and ſo 
friends to our Hypotheſis: Yea in Biſhop Laud's time, when 
Arminianiſme began to flouriſh, there were but five Arminian 
Biſhops, Land, Neale, Buckeridge, Corbet, Flowſon, and Montague, 
who eſpouſed that Intereſt, as Dr. Heylin, in the Life of Biſhop 
Laud aſſures us. By al which it appears moſt evident, that not 
only Rutherford, Twiſſe, and Dommicans, but the main bodie of 
Antipelagian and Reformed Divines have given their ful aſſent 
and conſent to our Hypotheſis, for God's predeterminatove Con- 
curſe to the ſubſtrate mater of Sin. 

6.4. Having examined the Teſtimonies of ancient and later 
Theologues that concur with vs, let us now a little inquire into the 
origine of the Antitheſis, and who they are by whom it has been 
defended. The Antitheſis to our Theſis, namely, That God cor 
c::75 not to the ſubſtrate mater of Sin, 1s -_ aſcribed to Du 
randaz, as the principal founder thereof, who denied Gods im. 
mediate concurſe to ations, under this pretext, that hereby we 
make God the Author of mens Sins. But to ſpeak the truth, this An- 
titheſis is much more ancient than Durand. ( apreoies in 4. . 12. 
g. 1.Aad 1, aſſerts, That this was the Opinion of the e Manichees : and 
e Aquinas IN 2, 4. 37. 9.2.4. 2, faith, That u i 1s next to the error of 
the Manichees, who held two Principes, one of Good,and the other of yr 


Such as devie Gods Conturſe, Ec. Bookils 


the very aitions, which on mans part are vitioſe, the diuine finger 
plainly ſhines forth ;, but ſo that God be the motor and impulſer 
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Chap. 4 Durandus againft Gods immediate Concur fe. r37 
And the reaſon why this Antitheſis is fathered on the Manichees 

is this, becaufe whoever denies God to be the cauſe of the fub- 

ſtrate mater or entitative act whereto fin is annexed,. muſt hold, 

That there # foms real poſitive entitie in fin whereof God is not the 

cauſe : whence by conlequence ſuch muſt aſſert, That there are 

rwe firſt Cauſes, one of Good, and the other of Evil, which was the 

error of Marcion and Manes, who held, there were two firſt / 
Principes, the one durdyelor, the ſupreme good, who was the cauſe 

of at good, the other aurizaxey, the ſupreme evilGod, who was the 

cauſe of «t evil. And certainly, they that maintain ſin to be ac- 

cording to its formal reaſon ſomething poſitive or real,. or that 

God is not the cauſe of the ſubftrate mater of fin, wil neceſſarily 

fal into the fentiments of Afarcion and Manes. Again, Hierony- 

mus, Epiſt. ad Creſiphontem, makes this Antitheſis of Durandw Dicebat [Pete- 
to be the Doctrine of Pelagius, who, faith he, held,. That God gius] Deum, 
having once conferred free-wil, it is not neceſſxry that he further ope- Collato ſemel 
rate with us : and he fpeaks of natural operations, as-of the mo- - — - pareng 
tion of the hand, &c. which was Durandus's opinion, Thougi I + otro 
cannot but confeſſe, Fanſenins, Auznſt. Tom. 1.1. 5. c. 20. p. 119. non efle neceſ-- 
tels us, the Pelagians granted, That God concurs to al tbe opera- farium. Hit- 
tions of the Wil. But the Conciliation of theſe two oppoſite Teſti. 797) a4 Cre- 
monies is not difficult, in that the Pelagians granted Gods con- me 

curſe to al operations in termes, but denied it in effet and con- 

ſequences, as our Adverſaries now-a-days. Compton Carleton, in 

his Phzloſoph. Univerſ. Diſput. 28. Seft. 1. F. 3. aſſures us, that the 

opinion of Durand was aſſerted and defended before him, by 

Nicolaus Bonetus, lib. 7.Theol. c. 7. and it is not improbable but 

it was alſo by fome others. 

But yet it cannot be denied, but that the principal Author of Durandus: a-- 
this Antitheſis was Dwurands;, whence among the Scholaſtic 84#n{ Gods im 
_— it receives the Denomination of Darandiſme, which "te Con-- 
they cal a raſh, erroneous, dangerons error, little better than _ 
Arianiſme. Bellarm. [. 4. de Grat. & bib. Arb Aaith, it is repug- 
nant to the Scriptures, Teſtimonies of the Fathers, and mamfeſt 
Reaſon: Suarez: Metaph. Diſput. 22. Sect. 1. n. 7. faith, It is ev- 
roxeaus in Faith : & de (oncurſu, 1. t. he aſſertes, That the opinion 
of Durand: 1s not only reprehended, but atſo rejefted by al approved 
Theologues, as an error in Faith, Is it not {trange then, that Re- 
formed Divines, yea ſome of great vogne for Pictie and Learn- 
ing ſhould eſpoule an error ſo groſſe, and ſo much decried by 
Papiſts- 


233 


Durandus eg4inſt Gods immediate Concurſe. Book I 


Papiſts themſelves ? But to give a couvictive demonſtration, that 
thoſe who denie Gods Efficacious Concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater 
of ſinreally fal under the Imputation of Darandiſme , we are firſt 
to examine what Durandaus's OPINION As to Gods Concurſe is, and 
then who they are who may be reputed his Sectators, 

Durandus propoſeth his opinion, # ſentent. 1.2. Diſt. 1, ©. c 
in theſe words, Utrum Deus agat immediate tn omni attione Cre. 
ture, Whether God afts immediately in every ation of the (reature ? 
-which he denies; and the principal reatons of his negation are 
theſe: (1) Becauſe then God ſbould be the author of Sin, (2) Be. 
canſe ſuch an immediate Concurſe deſtrayes human lbertie, in that it 
determines the wil,and ſo purs an end to its Indifference : of which 
ſee Strangins, p. 142. So that indeed the very ſame arguments, 
which were uſed by Durandus againſt immediate Concurſe, are 
ofed by our Adverſaries the New Methodiſts againſt predetermi- 
native Concurſe as to the ſubſtrate mater of Sin. And albeit 
the moſt of them profeſſe a great diſpleaſure againſt the Hypo. 
theſis of Durandss, yet, I mult freely declare my mind, I cannot 
conceive how they can, without apparent contradiction, defend 
their own, but by eſpouſing that of Durandxs, which a reverend 
Divine of great name among us profeſſedly doth ; And that the 
moſt of our Adyerſaries, even among the New Methodiſts, who 
in profeſſion diſown it, fal under the imputation of Darandsſme, 
we ſhal anon make evident, when we come to treat of their par- 
ticular ſentiments: at preſent take theſe Czreria or diſtinctive 
notes of Durandiſme. (1) Al ſuchas aſſert a Divine Concurſe to 
the principe or ſubjett only, and not immediate unto the Aft, fal un- 
der the imputation of Durandiſme. This is wel obſerved by 
Strangius, l. 1. c. 10.p. 57. where he tels us, That thoſe who allow 
only a (oncurſe to the [ cond Carſe, moving it to att, without a conti- 
ed concurſe to the attion, fal into the error of Durandyus. Herein 
Durandas is followed by Aureolus, a profeiled abettor of Du. 
randiſme. Thus alſo Amyraldus, and a Divine of name among 
our ſelves. (2) Al thoſe who hold only a general immediate con- 
curſe to the aft, ſuch as is determinable by the mater it workes on, a 
the Influence of the Sun ts by its mater, are deſervedly branded with 
the black note of Durandiſme, Thus Barons, together with the 
Remonſtrants and Moliniſts. (3) Al fuch as denie every real 
Being or Entitie to be from God by an immediate efficience, juſtly fal 
under the marque of Durandiſme. Thus Camero,and our Adver- 
ſaries 
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faries generally, who denie that God doth efficacioufly concur 
to the ſubſtrate mater of Acts intrinſecally evil. (4) Al thoſe 
who affirme, That it smplies no contr adittion for God to make a 
creature which ſhal att without immediate concurſe, mult neceſſarily 
ſymboliſe with Dwrandzs. This is acknowledged by Barenins, 
eMetaph. Sett. 8. Diſp. 3.5. 61.p. 131. where he brings in this 
as the Second argument for Durandus, That God can grve to the 
creature a power to att wubout his concurſe, ſithat this «sruolves na 
contradiition, To which he anſwers wel, inthe Negative, that 
for God to make ſnch creatures as ſhould not depend on him 
in operation as wel as in eſſence, involves a flat contradiction, 
becauſe dependence in Eſſence and ration is effential to 
the creature. This piece of Durandifſhe Strangins and others 
ſeem chargeable with, as hereafter, in our account of Strax- 
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£845. 
But we deſcend to the particular Sets, who oppoſe our The- Ti 7eſvitrs and 
ſis, with endeavors to evince how far they fal in with the Hy. Me/inifts. 


potheſis of Durandus. And we ſhal begin with the 7eſutes, whe 
now generally paſſe under the name of «< Holimſts, from Ludov. 
Molina their chief Captain, who in his Concordia Lib. Arbitr. 
cum Gratie donis, &c. Quzlt. 14. Diſp. 26. aſſertes, (1) That 
Gods immediate concurſe terminates not -on the human wil by ng 
it to att, b;t ouly on the att it ſelf and effett. Whence, (2) That 
this Concurſe is not antecedent or previous as tothe att, but only (6- 
mult aneous ; i. e. That God immediately concurs together with the 
wil to the ſame att, and conſerves the ſame. Thence, (3) That 
this immediate concurſe of God 15 not frames at leaſt as to 
buman atts, but only indifferent and determinable, like that of the 
Sun, Whence, (4) That as to the ſubſtrate mater of Sin, 1mmeds- 
ate Concurſe doth no way determine the wil, or applie it to 4ts att, but 
only influence the att in a general indifferent manner, ſo as the wil ſtil 
retains uts snnate indifference , and lobertie 'of alting or not atting. 
Such are the Sentiments of the Moliniſts or Jefuites, wherein they 


are greatly oppoſed both by Dominicans and Janſeniſts : Thus 


Fanſenins, Auguſt. Tom.2. lib.6. ſingul. c. 14. p. 58. where he proves, 
That this ſimultaneous (oncurſe confers no forces or aide to ſecond 
Agents, but only accommodates it ſelf to the forces of the create pow- 
er, &c, which ſufficiently demonſtrates the identitie of this opt- 
nion with Durandiſine, albeit the avouchers of it oppole Dwrar 
dss with great vehemence, YE 
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Lud. a Dola his following Durandus. Book III, 


But of Jate there ſtarted up Ludovicus 4 Dola, a Capucine 
Friar, yet learned and acute, who eſpouſed the Hypotheſis of 
Durand:s, as the only Medium for the reconciling thoſe two op- 
polite parties, the Dominicans and Jeſuites. His book he termes, 
A Quaaripartite Diſputation, touching the mode how the Concurſe of 
God and the (reature ſtand in conjunttion for the production of free 
Altts, of a natural order, ſpecially ſuch as are wicked : He bends 
his Diſputation both againlt the Predeterminants, as alſo againſt 
the Allertors of Middle Science, His firſt part is general, ſtating 
the controverlic between the Jeſuites, who aſſert a Arddle Sci 
ence, and the Dominicans, the Allertors of Predetermmation ; 
and withal explicating the origine of the Controverſic from the 
preſuppoſed Immeaiation and real Identitie of the Divine and creatural 
Concurſe. His Second Part is againlt the [cſuites, to demonſtrate, 
That a next, immediate and identific concurſe of God to al atts both 
good and bad cannot be defended by the artifice of their eAiddl: 
Science. In his third part he diſputes againſt the Dominican;, 
proving, That God doth not concur with us to atts of a natural order, 
ſpecially ſuch as are wicked, by a phyſic Predetermimation, and more- 
over by an identific and ſimultaneors concurſe. In his fourth and 
laſt part he ſtabliſheth and demonſtrateth, (with al the force of 
Arguments ſuch a ruinous foundation wil admit) the Hypothe:. 
ſis of Durandus, That the general Concurſe of God to atts of a na- 
tural order, ſpecially ſuch as are wicked, is not proxime, immediate 
and identific, but remote, mediate, and realy diſtintt from the aft 
of thecreature. T his Hypotheſis he defends as the only cxpedi- 
ent for the conciliation of Divine Concurſe with human Libertie, 
the vindication of Gods Sacred Majeſtie from the imputation 
of being the Author of Sin, and the putting an end to thoſe 
endleſs controverſies about Divine Concurſe. And I cannot but 
conceive my ſelf under an eſſential obligation freely to deliver 
my mind in this point, that it is impoſſible for our Adverſaries, 
the New Methodiſts, or any others, to defend their Antitheſis 
again!t us from apparent contradictions and inconſiſtences with 
it ſelf, or to free themſelves from thoſe blaſphemous Imputa- 
tions they charge upon us, unleſs they betake themſelves to this 
ſtratageme and ſubterfuge of Durandus and Lud. a Dola : and 
therefore I dono way wonder, thata Divine of great name and 
Head of that partie among us, doth openly declare his aſſent and 
conſent to this Hypotheſis of Durandws, it being the only refuge 

to 
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Chap. 4- Arminius's Sentimentz, 


to preſerve him and his Adherents from ſelf. contradition and 
condemnation. 


' Among the Reformed Churches, the firſt Impugnators of Arminius'sSex- 


out _— were the Remonſtrants, communly ſtiled Armi- 
ntans, from Arminixs, their firſt Founder, Profeſlor of Theolo- 
Mie at Leyderr, who began to diffuſe his Pelagian Infuſions about 
the year 1610. HisSentiments about Gods Concurſe to the ſub- 
ſtrate mater of ſinful acts he layeth down Diſputar. publica, Theſ. 
7. $ 8,9, 10. p. 193. but more fully, Theſ. g. de juſtitia & effi- 
tacia Providentie Dei in malo, p. 198. where he diſtinguiſheth 
Gods cfhcience about the act of ſin from that about its vitioſitie. 
This efficience of God about ſin he makes to be both about the 
beginning, progreſſe and conſummation of Sin. (1) As for Gods 
efcience about the beginning of ſin he diſtinguiſheth it into 
C1] Impedition, both ſufficient and efficacious, whereby God puts 
an impediment to fin; and ['2] Permiſſion, which is contrary 
to Impedition, the ſuſpenſion of al impediments, which might 
hinder the execution of Sin. The fundamen of this Permiſſion 
he makes to be mans Libertie, and Gods infinite Wiſdome and 
Power to bring good out of evil. (2) Gods Efficience about the 
progreſſe of Sin he placeth in Direft:o» and Determination. [17] D#- 
rettion - of Sin he makes to be an act of Divine Providence, 
whereby God doth moſt wiſely and potently dire& fin to what 
end he pleaſeth, paſſing on from one extreme to the other mightily, 
and yet diſpoſing althings ſweetly, according to that great effate of 
apocryphous Wiſdome, c. 8.v.1, [2] Determination he takes to 
be an act of Divine Providence, whereby God puts meaſures to his 
Permiſſion,and termes to ſin,that it run not into infinite,according 
to the pleaſure of the creature. (3) Gods Efficience about the 
conſummation and terme of Sin he placeth in Pwunition, and Remiſſion. 
As for Gods Concurſe to the Aft of Sin as naturally good, he doth 
craftily, according to his wonted mode in ſuch caſes, wave that 
difficult point : Yet in' his Arricle:, De Peccati Cauſa Univerſe, P. 
779. he Scepticly urgeth the Arguments of our Antagoniſts, to 
prove, That we make God the Author of Sin. But to ſum up Ar- 
minius's Sentiments in this point, Albeit he placeth Gods Per- 
miſſion about Sin in a mere ſuſpenſion of Impediments, which is 
no way influential on the Act, yet in that he allows alſo a provi- 
dential Direftion and Determination of the ACt to-its end and 
due meaſures, we - may _ evidently demonſtrate our Hy- 
2 


Hypo- 
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42 The Remonſtrants and their Setators. Book It 


pothclſis, that God predetermines the Wil to the entitative a& 
of Sin, of which hereafter, Chap. 5. 
he Remon- Armizans's Seftators uſually tiled Remonftrants, ( (rom their 
(trants and Remonſtrances in the Synod of Dort ) Greviacovius, Vorſtins, Epi- 
four Seftatori» ſcoping, Corvinus, &c, who being animated by many. of the Civil 
Magiſtrates of Holland, gave themſelves the confidence , but 
thoſe poor Churches the peſte, of divulging their Pelagian Poi- 
ſon z which, by the interpoſure of King James, (who was a 
p: ofciſed enemie to that fattion) occaſioned the Synod of Nort, 
An. 1618, where Divines ont of England, France, and Germanze 
reſorted, to put a period to thoſe Pelagian Dogmes. The Remon- 
ſtrants in oppoſition to that Synod, writ their Aa & Scripta 
Synodalia Dordracena, wherein they greatly impugne the Synods 
Deter minations for Abſo/ute Reprobation, and Gods Providence in 
ſinful Atts, falſely charging on our Divines, (1) That they held, 
the Reprobate were deſtined to Incredulitie, Impietic, and Sins, as the 
Means- and Cauſes of Damnation. (2) That they made God the Au- 
thor - of Sin, and the like, of which ſee Atta Synodaha, Scripta 
Remonſtrantium Dogmatica, P. 40,41. I ſhal here only adde, 
what is wel remarqued by Le Blanc, Conciliat Arbit. Human, 
T-eſ. 32. P. 434. © That theſe Arminians and Remonſtrants di- 
© rectly follow the Jeſuites and Moliniſts- in aſſerting a general 
© ſimultaneous indiflerent Concurſe, ſuch as js determinable by the 
© cooperation of the human wil. 
The 4nabaz:its Theſe Remonſtrants, from 4 ſpirit of Cabal, to fortifie them- 
of Germanie ſelves againſt the Calviniſts, who overpowered them in the $y- 
that fe! in wit9 nod, fel into a league offenſive and defenſive with many German 
Fe 140% Anabaptiſts, who thereupon drank in many Pelagian and Armi- 
POOR nian Dogmes, particularly that of Free-wil; which Infuſjons have 
been fince diffuſed throughout ſome , yea whole Churches of 
that Perſwaſion in England. Iam not ignorant, that a great num- 
ber not only of Profeſſors but alſo Churches, who are for Re- 
baptizing, doyet keep themſelves unſpotted and untainted as to 
theſe Arminian Notions; and with theſe I haye no controverſie, 
but particular love and kindneſs for many of them, albeit 1 
differ from them in the point of Pedobaptiſme, But as for thoſe 
of that perſuaſion , who fight under Arminius's banner, they 
ſeemed moſt forward, after the breaking up of the Synod of 
Dort, to oppoſe the Calviniſts in their ſentiments about Gods 
Concurle tothe ſubſtrate mater of Sin, And (that which deſerves 
a: 
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Chap. 4+ The New Methodiſts. 


a particular remarque) the very arguments that arc now urged. 


azainlt us by the New Methodilts, were urged againſt the Synod 
of Do:rs determinations in this point by them, and that in the 
ſame fo.me. Which is to be ſeen in a Dialogue of the Anabaptiſts, 
intituled, e4 Deſcription of what God hath predeſtinated concerning 
wan, &c. wherein peg..16. they have this very expreſſion, which 
they impute $0. the Calviniſts, (as our Adverſaries impute the 


ſame to us) namely , that they ſay, That yew pry man with 


Hel-torments for doeng thoſe things , which he hingſelf hath {pas rr 
ted, ordained, decreed, determined , appointed, willed and compel'cd 
him to do, and that which a man cannot chvſe , but muſt needs do by 
the force and compulſion of bis predeſtination. Are not the ver 

ſame forged calumnies Charged on us now-adays? See an excel- 
lent replie hereto, as to the reſt of their falſe imputations, by 
pious and learned eAinſworth in his Cenfure upon this Dialogue, pag. 


2,4, 5, KC. 


Bot we deſcend now to our principal Antagoniſts , ſuch as The New Metho«- 
would paſſe under the name of Calviniſts, and yet are profeſſed, 4% 


yea-vehement oppugnators of our Hypotheſis. Thus Le Blanc, 
Concil. Arbitr. Hum. Theſ. 34. pag. 4.34. * But of thoſe Reformed 
' Divines, which ſubſcribe to the Synod of Dorr, ſome in this part 
'agree with the Moliniſts and Remonſtrants, neither do they ac- 
' knowlege any other general concurſe of .God with ſecond cau- 
'es, than what is ſimultaneous and indifferent, . whereby God 
' doth not influence the cauſe itſelf, but its aft, cc. He inſtanceth 
in Barons, Strangins, Amyraldus, &c. And what terme or title 
to give this new Sect of Adverſaries more proper than New AMe- 
thodiſts I know not, this being the ſofteſt eitle, and that which 
they ſcem to recreate themſelvcs in: ſome terme them down- 
right eArmimans; and albeit I conceive their Principes directly 
iſue from and tend to Ariminianiſme, yet 1 dare not lode thent 
with this reprocheful ſtyle , becauſe they generally aſſert efficaci- 
ous Grace, I think we might terme them without injuſtice Semz- 
erminians, (as the Semipelagians of old, who refined Pelagianiime) 
becauſe they aſſert conditionate Reprobation and al. the conſe- 
quents thereof : But yet becauſe nothing more becomes an oppo- 
nent than candor and ingenuitie , therefore to let paſlle al. Titles 
that may carrie any thing of reproche, I give them only this of 
New Methodiſts , becauſe they affect and attemr to give us a new 
Method or Scheme of Predeſtination , cfficacious Grace, Divine 
Concurſe, &c, 


The - 
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The New- Mebhodifis. Book 1II, 


The firſt that opened the way to this New Method , was Fohn 
Camero , a perſon of excellent naturals, and thole wel improved 
by acquired literature, but too much acdifted to innovation in 
the doctrine of the Goſpel, which he could not difſemble, bur too 
oft made profeſſion thereof; as in a Letter to Lndovicus Capellus, 
where he ſaith, That many things occurred to him , which neither hi 
own mind nor the reaſohr of the times would permit him to publiſh, He 
too much abounded in his own ſenſe and words , with too great 
contemt of ſuch as differed from him, though more deſerving than 
himſelf, as (amier. There were few Theologic Queſtions pro. 
felſedly handled by him, ſpecially ſuch as belong to the Dodctrine 
of Grace and Free-wil, but he divulged ſomething of Novitie 
therein : among which novel opinions this was one , That he de- 
nied every real poſitive Being to be from God immediately as the prime 
efficient cauſe, as Epiſt. ad T hom. Rhedam, ( oper. edit. 1642.) p. 526. 
and Epiſt. ad Fac. Galloveum, pag. 528, Which ſentiment of Cz 
mero laid the foundation , which Baronins and Strangers his Coun- 
try-men afterward built their Antitheſis on. Camero had for his 
intime Camrade Milteterixs, who after his death turned Roman 
Catholic, and publiſht many Antichriſtian Errors, which he pro- 
felſed to have received from Camero. 

But Camero's principal Seftator was Moſes Amyraldus, who ſuc. 
ceded him in the profeſſion of Theologie at Saumur , and indeed 
much out-went him in his propenſions and cloſures: with Duran- 
diſme and the Arminian Dogmes; particularly with this about 
Godsconcurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin. And that I may not be 
thought falſely to accuſe ſo learned a man, one that paſſed under 
the name of aCalviniſt,I ſhal faithfully relate the CharaCter given 
him in this particular by one of his own friends and adherents, 
Le Blanc , Concil. Arbitr. Hum. par. 3. theſ. 48. pag. 436. * There 
"are not wanting, faith he, among the DoCtors of the Reformed 
* Schole ſome who touching the general Concurſe of God neceſ- 
* fary toal the aQts of creatures, ſeem to have the ſame ſentiments 
* with Durandus, and Ludovicus a Dola, Doctors of the Roman 
*Schole. For that illuſtrious man Moſes Amyraldus ſeems not to 
* acknowlege any other general Concurſe of God , by which he 
* concurs with al ſecond cauſes, beſides that continued efficace, 
* whereby he doth preſerve and ſuſtain the nature of every thing, 
*and the forces given by nature. Whence he gathers, that ſich 
*aconcurſe belongs not to libertie. So Amyrald.de Lib. Arbity ſeft.4. 
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Chap. 4. The New Methodiſt. 


pag. 246. Make, ſaith he, nature and its abilities able to conſiſte with- 
out the aide of ſuch a concurſe, and they wil truly aft freely. Therefore 
let there be granted a concurſe, which per formes nothing elſe , but that 
theſe abilities , which would otherwiſe flag and vaniſh , conſiſte and be 
preſerved in their natural ſtate, Libertie wi! thence recerve no detriment. 
He had been ſpeaking of Gods concurſe to ſinful ats, and as Le 
Blanc wel obſerves, by theſe words ſufficiently indicates , that in 
this part he has the ſame ſentiments with Durandzus. Wherein 
note, (1) that Amyraldus grants, that ſometimes it is ſufficient 
for God to preſerve the ſubje&t, and render its facultics habile or 
capable of acting, without immediate concurſe to the aft : which 
salſo the opinion of ſome among vs. (2) That this opinion, 
according to Le Blanc, fals in with that of Durandys, &c. So 
Theſ. 50. pag. 437. Le Blanc addes, * That Amyraldys held a dou: 
ble act of providence about evil aCts, one exterre, and the other 
"znterne : as for the externe act, he placeth it in two things, (1) 
'in propoſing objects, (2) in permitting Satan to ſet home thoſe 
' objects with efficace, The interne act of God conſiſtes, accord- 
'ingto him, in that God doth of many objects inducing to evil, 
' obſcure, or remove the one, or cauſe ſome other obje&t to be 
' oftered, which is moſt taking. In al which there is no violence 
' offered to human libertie, nor indecd any efficacious immediate 
'concurſe aſſerted. Yea in his Speciminzs ſþeczal. p. 468. he faith 
in down-right termes, That the wil of God dependes 0;: its, net we on 
the wil of God : which 1s rank Durandiſme and Moliniſme, More 
of his wild ſentiments in this as in other Arminian points, ſec Per. 
Moines, de M. «Amyraldi adverſus Spanhemium bbro, Fudicium, pre- 


fat 


ſtiffely defendes the New Method , yea, in that of original fin is 

eatly Pelagian, yet in this point touching Gods concurſe to the 
ubſtrate mater of ſin, he ſeems pendulous and in ſuſpenſe. Thus, 
De libero Hom. Arbity. p.174.. (edit .,1656,) * What the dependence 
' of the ſecond cauſes on the firſt in cauſing is, the Papiſts ſharply 
*diſpute. Ir is truly confeſſed by al, that God doth concur with 
*every cauſe, ſoas to operate conveniently with its faculties : but 
"this concurſe ſome make immediate , proxime , and altogether 
*the ſame with the very aCtion of ſecond cauſes; but others de- 
"nie it=— But we, according to that revercnce we bear to the in- 
' finite Majeſtic of God , dare not determine how great the de- 
* pendence 


Placens, another Salmurian Profeſſor, albeit in other points he pes. 
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The New Methodiſts. Book4II, 


* pendence of the ſecond cauſe on the firlt is: it ſufficeth us, that, 
? provided the lealt ſpot of ſin be not imputed to God , too much 
* cannot be aſcribed unto God, Cc. 

Le Blanc alſo, Profeſſor of Theologie at Sedan, though he ſeems 
to affect the like ſuſpenſive modeſtie, Concil. Arbitr. theſ. 55. yet 
theſ. 56. pag. 438. he inclines to the opinion of Strangins, and 
others, That God cannot phyſically premove and predetermune to atts 
intrinſecally evil, without being the Author of ”= But yet theſ. 57. 
he recals himſelf, and faith , That provided God be not conſtituted 
the Author of ſin, the dependence of the ſecond cauſes on the firſt can- 
not be too much aſſerted. Aud thiſ. 58. he addes this as moſt cer. 
tain, That the aide and efficace of Divine providence, even about ſin- 
ful atts, may no way be reſtrained to a certain general indifferent con- 
curſe, &C. 

But from the French rd: we paſle on to thoſe of Scotland, 
Baronins and Strangins , ve been ſtiffe and tenacious Adhe- 
rents to this New Method , about Gods concurſe to the ſubſtrate 
mater-of ſin. As for Baromu:, he is accuſed of rank Arminia- 
niſme ; and that which has _ juſt ground for ſuch an imputz- 
tion is his denying al kind of predetermination as wel to good as 
to evil acts. Thus in his Metaphyſ. Set. 8. _ 3. $. 78. pats 
146, &c. he endeavors to prove , That God doth not by a previous 
motion excite ſecond cauſes to att, And his arguments to prove his 
Antitheſis are no other than what time out of mind have been 
urged by Pelagians, Jeſuites, and Arminians : namely that this 
previous motion and predetermination (1) deſtroyeth human li. 
bertie, pag. 147. - (2) That it taketh away the power of the wil 
to oppoſite ats, pag. 148, (3) That it maketh God the Author 
of ſin, pay. 149. which he endeavors to prove many ways: [1] 
Becauſe the entitative aCt of ſin as being determined by God can- 
not be ſeparated from the obliquitie, pag. 150. [2] Becauſe the 
action then as of ſuch a ſpecies muſt Chen God. [3] Becauſe 
this opinion makes God to be injuſt and cruel, as pag. 151, [4] 
That hereby God is made the Author of fin more than the ſinner. 
Al which are but trite and thread-bare arguments , urged by Pe- 
lagians and Arminians, to which we ſhal anſwer more Fully here- 
after, chap.6.S.1,&c, Thence he procedes pay. 153.to anſwer our 


may argument, That the ſecond canſe doth not ait, but as moved 


the fir, and therein agrees with Suarez and other Jeſvites-in 
alerting a previous indifferent concurſe. It's true, 4. 58. p. b29. 
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he argues ſtrongly againſt Durand, yet in fine pag. 153. fals in 
yery far with him, but more fully with the Molinitts and Remon- 
ſtrants; which is wel obſerved by Le Blanc, Concil. Arbity. Hum. 
theſ. 35. pag. 434+ * This at leaſt, without al dout, is the opinien 
© of Robert Baronixs, 10 his Metaphyſic , where touching the Con- 
© curſe of God, and ſo of its concord with human libertie , he pro- 
« feſſeth to have altogether the ſame ſentiments with Fonſeca and 
© Sxzarez, namely that this concurſe is of itſelf indifferent, and de- 
©termined by the ſecond cauſe to a certain ſpecies of aCtion : nei- 
«ther is it needful, that God premove ſecond cauſes, but it is ſuf- 
© ficient, that together with them he influence their aCtions and 
&effects. And indeed Baronuw's own illuſtration, Metaph. Sett. 8. 
Diſput. 3. pag. 143. ſufficiently clears this to be his proper opi- 
nion z where he compares the Concurſe of God to that of the 
Sun, which is the ſame in the production of perfe&t animals and 
monſters, in itſelf indifferent, but modified and determined by the 
mater it workes upon : which is the very inſtance given both by 
Jeſuites and Arminians. Laſtly, paz. 159. he gives us four aCti- 
ons of God in the «2duration of linners, which are no more than 
what Moliniſts and Remonſtrants acknowlege. Whence it is to 
me apparent , that it would not be an aft of injuſtice, ſhould we 
reckon him among the Arminians, whoſe ſentiments and cauſe 
he has eſpouſed ; yet by reaſon of his nominal repute among the 
Calviniſts , I rather incline to the more favorable cenſure of rang- 
ing him among the new Methodilts. 


But yet our principal Antagoniſt is Zohn Strangins, Profeſſor at Strangi:s. 


Glaſcow, who (as they ſay) having had his ſpirit chafed and exa- 
ſperated by the oppoſition of Rxtherford , writ a great Volume in 
four Books, Of Gods Wil and Attions about ſin : wherein he bends 
his forces principally againſt the Dominicans , Twiſſe and Ruther- 
ford, (who in his influences of the life of Grace , both Preface and 
Book, oft animadvertes thereon) as if theſe al, by allerting prede- 
termination to the mater of ſinful ats, made God the Author of 
ſin. I muſt confeſle, he diſcovers a natural acumen and a nervoſe 
vene of Reaſon in his Book, yet mixed with ſo great incongrui- 
ties and ſelf-inconſiſtences, yea contradiCtions, that I cannot but 


- marvel how ſuch a Maſter of Reaſon could fatisfie himſelf with 


ſuch poor ſubterfuges and evaſions : But this I impute not to any 
defect in naturals, but in his cauſe , which admits not any ſolid 
reaſon for its defenſe, And that which yet ſeems more ſtrange 
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to me is this, that he who oppoſeth with much vehem*-ncc Duran. 
dus, Mulina, Bellarmine , and the Remornſt ants in tl is point of 
Gods concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin, yet at long-run fals in 
with cach of theſe parties in ſome one, if not al their fentiments 
about this mater. (1) That he comes very near Durandiſme is 
evident, in that he holds the Concuiſe of God not to be neceſſary 
to al ats of the creature, particularly to ſuch as are intrinſecally 
evil: For to ſuppoſe any real poſitive Being , that fals not under 
Gods efficacious concurle, is to me no Iſle than Durandiſme. It's 
true, Strangius in words appears againſt Darandas, In owning an 
immediate Concuiſe of God to al aftions of the creatures, as 
kb. 2. cap. 5. pag. 163. But when he comes to explicate this im- 
mediate Concuiſe as to ations intrinſecally evil , he placeth it 
only (as ſome now adays among us) #2 Gods conferving the nature 
ard innate diſpoſition of natural Agents, and grving them a ſelf-detev. 
mining power, whereby they are rendred apt and habile for any congene. 
os attion, as they now phraſe it. Thus pag. 164. Eryo ft una Dei 
determinatio ſufficiat, qua Deus Agentium natur ann naturam Ac it- 
dolem 4 ſe infitam ac conſervatam determinav#, quid opus eft multiph- 
cibus imo innumeris determinationibus ad eundem effettum, &c. $0 
hb, 3. cap. 5. pag. 584. he layes down this as his Hypotheſis, That 
God doth not in althings determine the wil, but ſometimes pernut it a 
ſee elettion, to chuſe this or that , to do thus or that ;, and therefore wn 
ſuch att; he has not decreed, that man ſhould preciſely chuſe thus or that, 
&c. And he proves it by this argument , That it # not impoſſible 
for God, who hath made man a free Agent, and conſerves his nature and 
forces, to permit ſomething to mans free-wil, ita ut per Deum non feet 
#2 homo poſſit elugere alterutrum , agere aliquid,, aut non agere, GC, 
hreia proves, that it is not 1npoſhible for God to leave 
fome things\to mans indifference , without determining him to 
either extreme: and he proves this is not impoſlible, becauſe it im- 
plies not any contradiftion ; which is Durandas's very argument 
againſt immediate Concurſe, (2) That Srrargins conſpires with 
and eſpouſeth the ſentiments of the Moliniſts 2nd Arminians a- 
baut indifferent ſimultaneous Concurlſe 1s partly acknowleged by 
his friend Le Blanc, Concil. Arbitr. Hum. the/. 36. pag 434. having 
thewen the agreament of Baromus with the Moliniſts and Remon- 
ſtrants, he addes : © Neither doth Fohn Strangins ſeem to differ 
© much from this opinion: for albeit he thinkes, Lb. 1. cap. 12. 


«That the ation wherennts God and tie creature concar, 1s in order of 
£ 
nature 
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© nature firft from God, before from the creature ;, — and moreover, 
©[.2.p.3. denies, That God concurs only by a general concurſe ;, as the 
«Sun concurs in the ſame manner to the generation of a man and 
<horſe ; but determines, that the influxe of God #s ſpecial to ſpecial 
* effetts, as they are ſpecifically diſtinguiſhed, not morally but phyſcally ; 
« yet he doth by many arguments contend and prove, that the pre- 
© motion and predetermination of God , which the Schole of Thomas 
© defendes, to al and ſingular atts of the creature i not neceſſary. 
Note here, that albeit Srtrangins ſeems to differ from the Moli- 
niſts, Remonſtrants, and Baronins in aſſerting Gods Concurſe to 
be previous, particular, and ſpecial; yet in that he denies Divine 
predetermination to al creatural afts, Le Blanc makes him not to 
differ much from the Moliniſts and Remonſtrants : which to me 
indeed is a great obſervation ; for | am under a very ſtrong, and 
I am apt to perſuade my ſelf, rational preſumtion, that predeter- 
mination to good acts can never be rationally defended by theſe 
New Methodiſts, who denie predetermination to the ſubſtrate 
mater of al evil afts; as Strangius doth, pag. 167, 584. of which 
more hereafter, chap. 5. $. 4, 5. 
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Here it were worthy of ſome labor to inquire How theſe New j1,v theſe New 
Methodiſts fel into thoſe novel ſentiments about Divine (oncurſe , and Methodiſts fel 
an what reaſons or grounds? As it was with the Semipelagians of #nto their new 


old, ſo it has befel theſe New Methodiſts or Semiarminians : Model. 


when the Pelagians were by Azg»ftin driven from their wearoy 
4174@&;, or Diana of Free-wil and the potence of corrupt nature , the 
Semipelagians come with freſh forces and aſſault him in the point 
of Reprobation, and pretend, that he aſſerted, That God by a fatal 
neceſſitie compelled men to ſin, and then damned them for what he had 
compelled them to : Juſt ſo the Arminians having been ſuppreſſed 
by the Synod of Dor, theſe New Methodiſts owning abſolute par- 
ticular Eleftion and efficacious Grace with the Calviniſts, thought 
they might more ſecurely fal in with the Arminians in the points 
of univerſal Grace, conditional Reprobation, and that of denyin 
Predetermination as to the entitative act of fin. Thus they divide 
the battel between the Calviniſt and Arminian. But as Fanſenius 
has wel obſerved out of Aguſtin, If there be the leaſt point granted 
to Pelagius, al wil be at laſt granted; ſo I am very apt to fear, that 
theſe New Methodiſts, by going ſo far in ſymboliſing with the 
Arminians, wil at laſt be wholly drawen over into their Campe. 
Thus much I am very confident — can never —_— - 
2 en 


fend abſolute Eleftion and efficacious Grace againſt Jeſuites and 
Arminians , fo long as they denie abſolute Reprobation and Pre. 
determination to the entitative act of al ſins. As for the princi- 
pal grounds, which induce theſe New Methodilts to take up thoſe 
ſentiments, we ſhal endeavor to lay them down , when we come 
to treat of their proper Opinions and the conſequents that attend 
them, Chap. 7. 

20 of the new But whiles we are thus charaCterifing the Authors of this new 
p01 Method, we mult do ſuch Calviniſts, who incline to them in ſome 
{:x, © points, that juſtice, as to free them from al imputation or ſuſpi. 
cion of Arminianiſme : It's wel known, that ſome of great worth 
and truly orthodox in point of Grace , have yet ſomewhat incli- 
ned towards the new Method in point of wmwverſal objeitive Grace, 
as pious and learned Vſher, Davenant , and others both in our 
and the French Churches, who hold, Chr:/ts death to be an univerſal 
remedie applicable to al, but yet are far from aſſerting an univerſal 
ſubjective Grace, or any velleitie in God of ſaving al men , which 
Amyralaz and others aſſert. As for thoſe who hold abſolute and 
particular Eleftion and Reprobation, Original ſin 1n its ful cx- 
tent, mens natural impotence and being dead in fin, cfficactous 
Grace in.the converſion of ſinners, with Gods abſolute, efhcaci- 
ous, immediate, total and predeterminative concurſe to al natu- 
ral as wel as ſupernatural aCtions , as Davenart, and ſome others, 
who incline to an objective univerſal Grace, do, I have no ccntro- 
verſie with them, but can owne them as friends of Grace, -albeit 
in ſome modes of explicating it, they differ from us. 


_ 


CHAP. V. 


Rational Demonſtration of Gods predeterminative Con- 
curſe to the ſubſtrate mater of Sin. 


Arguments for Divine predetermination of the Wil to the entit ative aft 
of ſin. (1) Fromthe Futurition of althings in the Divine Decree: 
the objettions againſt this aroument ſolved. (2) From the certr 
tude of Divine Preſczence;, with the ſolution of objettions. (3 From 
the Decree of Reprobation. Davenants Hypotheſis touching abſe- 
Iute Reprobation and Decrees. (4) From Divine Concurſe, [1] 
bis Prancipe and Origine. [2] Its Nature ;, Totalitte, mw 

tie, 


I50 Who of the new Methodiſts may be eftimed. cc. Book III. 
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Chap. 5- Arguments for Predetermination, &c. 


litie, Particalaritie, Immediation, Prioritie, and Independence. ['3} 
Its Efficace , as to al natural and ſupernatural Afts and Effetts. 
Al the Arguments urged againſt Predetermination to the entutative 
alt of ſin, ſirthe as much againit Predetermination to what 1s good. 
(5) Fromthe nature of ſin, its ſubſtrate mater and formal reaſon. 
(6) From Gods permiſſion of ſin, which is natural, negative, and 
poſutive. (7) From Divine providence about ſin, both conſervative, 
reſtriftive, gubernative. (8, From the abſolute, immediate, eſſen- 
tial dependence of al creatures on God, as the firſt cauſe. 


6. '} Yong given a ſcriptural Demonſtratton, as alſo the una- Arguments for 


nimous teſtimonie of ſuch as undertook to defend effi. Predeterminati- 
on to the ſub- 


ftrate mater of 


cacious Concurſe in al Ages of the Church, for the confirmation 
of our Hypotheſis , we now procede to demonſtrate the ſame by 
rational Arguments grounded on ſcriptural principes and evi- 
dence; which we ſhal reduce to the following Heads. 


1. Arg. From the Futurition of althings in and by the Divine De- 1+ Arg. fromthe 
cree;, which we thus forme: That which dependes on the Divine = ition of al 


in 


Decree for its ſuturition , neceſſarily fals under Divine predetermina- 
tion as to its exiſtence : But the ſubſtrate mater of al ſin dependes on 
the Divine Decree as to uts futurition : therefore it neceſſarily fals 
under Divine predetermination as to its exiſtence, The major is 
granted by our Adverſaries, particularly by Strang, who oft al- 
fertes, That Divine Predetermination 1 exattly adequate and com- 
menſurate to Divine Predefinition ;, ſo that whatever is predefined 
by God in his Decree , muſt neceſſarily be predetermined by him 
in the execution and event. And what more rational than this 
aſſertion ? Yea, what is predetermination of the event, but pre- 
definition in the Decree ? The difference between Gods eternal 
predefinition in the Decree , and predetermination as to actual 
concurſe and execution in time differ only as aftive and paſſive 
Creation: as attive Creation gives futurition to things , and paſ- 
froe, aftual exiſtence ; ſo predefinition and predetermination ; and 
therefore among the Greeks one and the ſame Verbe mggelCav 
lignifies both ro predefine and predetermine. So that our major 
ſeems ſo clear as to carrie with it its own evidence, Wherefore 
we pale on. to demonſtrate the minor , which our Adverſaries 
principally ſtrike at, and therefore needs our ſtrongeſt forces : 
This we ſhal endeavor to make good in and by the following Pro- 
politions.. (1) Prop. Nothing is or can be future in its own —_— 
wath 


thing ſhould paſſe from a ſtate of mere poſlibilitie, contingence, 
and indifference, but by ſome cauſe ? Do not prom » and fy- 
ture differ ? and muſt there not be ſome cauſe of this difference ? 
(2) Prop. Whatever is the cauſe of futurition to any thing muſt be 
eternal, This is moſt evident ; becauſe whatever is future was 
ſo from Eternitie ; for God foreknew it to be ſo : otherwiſe, how 
could his knowlege be certain? Hence, (3) Prop. Nothing cax 
give ſuturition to things bit God. For is there any thing but God 
cternal? (4) Prop. Nothing #n Ged gives futurition to things but 
hi wil. His Eſſence ſimply conſidered cannot give futurition to 
things; becauſe poſſible and future are the ſame as to the Divine 
Eſſence : neither doth the Preſcience of God give futurition to 
things; for things are not future becauſe God foreknows them, 
but he therefore foreknows them becauſe future. Hence it fol. 
lows, that nothing but the Divine wil can give futurition to 


' things, as Court Gene.P.4. B.2.C.11.5.9. whence alſo it neceſſarily 


follows, (5) That the futurition of the ſubſtrate mater of al ſin u 


from the Divine wil and decree. For what can make ſinful a&ts fu. 
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ture and ſo the objec of Divine foreknowlege , but the wil of 
God, which ou futurition to althings? And it Gods predefining 
decreeing wil give futurition to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin, muſt 
not his predeterminative wil alſo give exiſtence to it ? 

But let us examine what aſſaults our Adverſaries make againſt 
this Argument by Reſponſes and Objeftions. (1) They replie 
to our gpinor , That the ſuturition of the ſubſtrate mater or entita- 
true abt of ſin us net from the wil of God, but from the wil of man, that 

wes exiſtence to it. Thus Strangins, lib. 3. cap. 5. pag. 5S5. where 
endeavors to prove, That it 1s not repugnant that ſomething 
ſhould be ſuture, which God hath not abſolutely predifined , but left to 
the wil of man to effelt. So cap. g. pag. 628. he peremtorily af. 
ſertes, That God hath not decreed al futures, namely , the Fal of 
Adam, or the ſin againſt the Holy Gho#t, &c. So pag. 63 1. he faith, 
Nothing hinders, but that there may be ſome cauſe of the futurition of 
a thing beſides the Decree of God, namely the create wil, The like Le 
Blanc, Concord. Libert. Hum. p. 1. theſ. 55--- 57. where he endea- 
vors to Prove , That what is the cauſe why things exiſte in time , the 
ſame us the cauſe of their faturition from Etermitie : but mans wil on 
#5 the cauſe why ſim exiſtes in time, ergo, &c. A poor Reſponſe in- 
deed, or rather begging of the Queſtion ! For 1s it poſlble that 
the 


ObjeFions againſt this Argument ſolved. Book I[], 


without ſome cauſe of its futurition. How is it poſſible that any 
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Chap.5. Objelfiovs ageinſt this Argument ſolved. 
the ſecond cauſe loged in tim? ſhould give futurition to a thing 
from Erernitie ? Is it not an approved Maxime in Philoſophie, 


ca in Nature , that the cauſe is ever, at leaſt in order of nature, . 


fore the effet ? and is the ſecond cauſe confined by time , be- 
fore the eternal futurition of its effet ? (2) But Le Blanc an: 
ſwers hereto, theſ. $6. p4z. 454 That Futurition is nothing elſe but 
a refpe't of reaſon, and an Btrinſec denomination of the thing , which 
is ſud to be future, not ſomething really diſtint from the thing ſuture, 
&c. But the vanitie of this ſobterfuge is molt evident; for here- 
by it follows, that the thing is not future befoce it is exiltent : can 
a mol extrinſec denomination of a thing exiſte before the thing 
that gives it exiſtence ? How many abſardities would follow 
hereon ? 

But our Adverfaries have one grand Objection, which they lay 
much weight on, againſt onr minor, and that is this: Jf the wil 
of God grves fſuturition to ſin, then ſin a5 ſuture hath one and the ſame 
Idea with the wil of God: and ſo the ſuturition of ſin muſt be God, 
This objection is urged and adorned with many Trophies by 
Strangins, Le Blanc , and a Divine of name among us. So Stran- 
grus, lib. 3. cap. g. pag. 631, 632. having pag. 626, &c. recited 
Twiſſes argument from the eternal futurition of fin, he replies thus : 
Herein, ſaith he, ves the whole force of the argument, that theve eange 
m other caſe of a fſuturition made fi@#n Eternitie, but what is eternal. 
To which he anſwers with a ſcoffe thus : A pretty argument ation 
indeed ! why may we not by the ſame reaſon prove, that the futurition 
of ſin is God ? The ſame is urged by Le Blanc, de (dncord, Liberte, 
par. 1, theſ. 55, 56. p49. 454. where he endeavors to prove againſt 
Twiſſe, That if the futurition of (in be from the wil of God, it is God; 
which makes God manifeſtly the A:thor of ſin. The ſame is urged 
by a Divine of ſome note among us. But in anſwer hereto, I 
muſt confeſſe, I cannot but marvel at the confidence of perfons ſo 
learned, and in other points judicious, on luch infirme and rotten 
grounds: For when we ſpeak of the futurition of ſin, which is a 
complexe aggregate thing , we mult diltinguiſh its material from 
ts formal part. (1) If we ſpeak of the material entitative part of 
f, which is in itſelf a natural good , ſo we may without the lealt 
volation of Gods ſacred Majeltie afirme, that its futurition is the 
fame, or not really diſtin&t from Gods wil the cauſe thereof: and 
why not? is not the futuririon of al natural Beings good ? And 
whence procedes al good but from the immenſe Ocean of good ? 


Yea, 
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Yea, was not al good from Eternitie loged in the boſome of God, 
and ſonot really diſtin&t from him ? So that indeed this objection 
of Strangius and Le Blanc againſt the futurition of the material 
entitative act of ſin from the wil of God ſtrikes at the futurition 
of althings, even the moſt gratioſe aCts from the ſame wil : for 
if the futurition of any one natural act may be reſolved into the 
wil of man as its firſt cauſe, why may not the futurition of al 
grace be as wel reſolved into the ſame human wil, ſpecially in 
Adams innocent ſtate , who had then perfeCt free-wil ? But yet 
(2) if we ſpeak of the futurition of ſin in regard of its formal n«- 
ture, Conſiſting in its vitioſitie and obliquitie, ſo we utterly denie, 
that its futurition is the ſame with God : for the futurition of fin 
as to its vitioſitie is not from the effeftive wil of God, but per. 
miſlive ; God decrees to effect the entitative act, but only to per- 
mit the vitioſitie appendent thereto, which follows on the act, as 
other privations do on the abſence of their habit. To make this 
evident by a parallel inſtance , God decrees the diurnal motion 
of the Sun , and that at night it ſhal retire into the other Hemi. 
ſphere, whence darkneſſe neceſſarily follows : may we thence 
argue, that the futurition of darkneſſe, or darkneſle itſelf is the 
ſame with God ? Would not any Freſh-man in Logic hiſle ſuch 
a conſequence out of the Scholes? And yet who dares denie, but 
that the retirement of the Sun out of this Hemiſphere into the 
other is from God, as alſo its futurition ? The like may be inſtan- 
ced in al other privations, which have no real being, and there 
fore no real efficient of their exiſtence or futurition : for nothing 
can admit a real efficient cauſe of its futurition , but what has a 
real efficient cauſe of its exiſtence : what is the firſt efficient of 
the exiſtence of things ? Is it not the wil of God ? and is it not alſo 
the ſame Divine wil that gives futurition to things? Yea doth 
not the very ſame act or decree of the Divine wil that gives real 
Beings their futurition, give them alſo, in their appointed periods 
of time, their exiſtence ? So that in this regard the Rule of Stran- 
gius and Le Blanc is moſt true, That the ſame cauſe that gives 
things their exiſtence, gives them alſo their futurition : this I ſay 
holds true of the firſt cauſe, but not of ſecond cauſes, as they 
would needs perſuade us. So that, to conclude this argument, 
in as much as the wil of God gives futurition to al ſin, the 
effcftive wil of God to the entitative att or ſubſtrate mater of 
fin, and the permiſſive wil of God to the formal reaſon, or =_ 
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ſitie of ſin, hcnce it neceſſarily follows, that the predetermina- 
tive Concurſe of God, (whereby 1 underſtand nothing elſe but 
the Efficacious Divine Wil as operative) gives exiſtence to the 
'n ſubſtrate mater of Sin. 


or $. 2. Our ſecond Argument ſhal be taken from the certirude 2 Arg. fromthe 
he of Gods Preſcience ,, and we may forme it thus: God can certainly Certitude of | 
| 01 bi b hat | inly d A ; Divine Projce» 
a forekrow nothing, but what he certainly decrees, predefines, and pre- 
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in determines to be: But God certainly foreknows al - Ergo. The 
et Minor is granted by our Adverſaries and denied by none, that 1 
4- know, except Atheiſts and Socinians: Thus Fob 34.21. For his 
le, eyes are upon the wayes of man and he ſeeth al his goings. Our prin- 
ln cipal worke therefore wil be to make good our Major; which 
[- we dout not but to pzrforme in and by the following Propoſi- 
el» WF tions: (1) Prop. Nothing can be certainly } Ju by God, but 
s il what has ſom? certain Reaſons, Principes, and Cauſes of ſuch a fore- 
ns i kyowledre, Now there are three cauſes that give certitude to al 
on F Science and Preſcience: ['1 ] A certitude of the Objett : for if the 
ll- F object be uncertain, the Science can never be certain : can the 
ce F Structure or Edifice be firme, if the foundation be infirme ? 
ne W [2] A certain Medixrm, which is the principal fundamen of al 
ch FF Science. [3]. A certitude of the Subjett : for be the ObjeCt and 
ut F Medium never ſo certain, yet there can be no certain Science, 
the W unleſs the Subje&t apprehend the ſame. And doth not the Pre- 
an- WF ſcience of God include al theſe degrees of Certitude ? Muſt 
re- © there not be a certitude of the Object, Medium, and Subject ? 
ng i (2) Prop. The Divine Preſcience as to future ſins admits not a 

$2 i of thiſe degrees of certitude, but as originated from the Divine Wil 
of W 2:4 Decree, [1] How can Sinas the Object of Divine Preſcience 
llo IF be certaialy future, but by the efficacious Wil of God making 
th | itfo? [2] What certain Medinm can there be of Divine Pre- 
eal FI ſcience, but the divine Wil and Decree? [3] And thence, 
ods © how can God have a ſubjective Certitude of fin but in and by 
an- FF his own Wil? Hence, (3) Prop. Gods certain Preſcience of Sint 
VeS il infers alſo a certain predefinition and predetermination of the ſubſtrate 
ſay Y mater of Sin That God knows nothing future but by his decree making 
iey Ni furure, has been the perſuaſion not only of Calviniſts, but 
OG, FF alſo of the moſt fober Scholemen in al Apes, Scotus, Ricard, 
the Hervens, Bradwardine, Fohannes Major, and others not a few, as 
of | Le Blanc, de (oncord. Libert. Par. 2. Thef. 33.p. 443. confeſſeth. 
:10- F Yea, Strangins himſelf grants = faturition of Sin in Gods Preſei- 
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ence, asl. 3.c. 9. p.640, Yea, Le Blanc, De Concord. Libert, Hum, 
Par. 1. Theſ. 59. &C. p.455. proves itrongly, That according to 
Strangins's opinion, there can no contingent [_i. e. {inful act 7 be fore- 
known by God as abſolutely future, but what God firſt decreed to be abſy. 
lutely futi.re. His words are theſe: * But ſome alſo of thoſe who 
© hold ſome free acts of God to be abſolutely future, and as ſuch tg 
be foreknown by God, without any Decree predetermining the 
© free cauſes to thoſe aCts, as Learned Srrangrns, yet denic, that free 
© future contingents may be known by God according toany Hy. 
©potheſis, which doth not include an abſolute Decree concerning 
© their futurition : as Strang. de Volrrne, 1,3.c. 11, His reaſon 1s, be- 
© cauſe nothing can be certainly known, but what 1s certainly true: 
© but nothing 1s certainly true, but what is neceſſary either abſo- 
© lutely or conditionally, Whence he collects, that future condi. 
© tionates cannot be the Object of divine Science, which is infallible 
© and molt certain, unleſle there be included the condition, whence 
© that which is ſaid to be future may be certainly inferred, But 
cif this reaſon prevails, God can foreknow nothing contingent 
© as abſolutely future, but what he before decreed as abſolutely 
© future; which yet Strangivs admits not, who confeſleth, that 
© men aft many things freely to which they are not predetermin- 
*ed by God. Thus Le Blanc of Strangiw's ſelf-contradiCting 
Hypotheſis. And indeed, to ſpeak the truth nakedly, there ſtems 
ſo much force in Strangins's reaſon, whereby he proves, That al 
Gods Preſcience of free future Contingents includes an abſolute Decree 
of their fiuturition, namely from the certainty of -divine Preſci- 
ence, that I no way wonder that he urgeth the ſame, albeit to 
the ſubverſion of his own Phenomena. And I am very bold, yea 
confident in aſſerting, and demonſtrating theſe following Pro- 
poſitions. (1) Prop. That God can have no certain Preſcience of 
things future, but from his own decree, the only certain determinate 
cauſe of their futurition. And therefore the Socinians denying a 
certain determinate Cauſe of things contingent, denie alſo Gods 
Preſcience to be certain, as Le Blanc, De (oncord. P. 3, Theſ.1. 
p. 438. and I cannot ſce how any can: rationally avoid the Soci- 
man objection, who do not reſolve the certitude of the divine 
Preſcience into the divine Decree. Hence, (2) Prop. There is 
an bypothetic or conſequential neceſſutie that ariſeth from Gods certain 
Preſcience. This is wel urged, though in the defenſe of an hell- 
bred Hypotheſis, by the Socinians, and cited by Le Blanc (as 3 
: knot 
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knot not eaſily untied ) de Concord. Par. 3. Theſ. 22. pag. 441. 
«There is, faith he, much of difficultic here, which in times paſt 
© has exerciſed the ingenics of DoCtors. For ſeeing it is impoſſible, 
«that the Preſcience of God may be deceived, it cannot be but 
«that thoſe things mult happen, which God ſoreſces wil happen , 
and therefore that althings happen neceſſarily : and it is im- 
© poſſible, but that the very wil of man muſt produce thoſe as, 
© which God from eternity foreknew it would produce. This 
ObjeCtion I deſpair ever to ſce rationally anſwered by our Ad- 
vcrſaries without contradicting their own Hypotheſis. See more 
of this Chap. 6.5. 5. Hence (3) Prop. The ſame arguments that 
are urged by our Opponents againſt Gods predct ermining the Wil to 
the ſubſtrate mater of ſin, may be, as they are by the Socinians, urged 
with as great force againſt Gods certain Preſcience of Sin. For our 
Adverſaries, Strangins, Le Blanc, &c. granting the certain futyu- 
rition of fin in the eternal Preſcience of God, fal under al thoſe 
Imputations and black Conſequences which they charge on us, 
who aſſert the predefinition, futuriton, and predetermination of 
the ſubſtrate mater of Sin in the divine Decree. This Propoſi- 
tion is incomparably wel demonſtrated by judicious Daverant, 
in his Animadverſions on Gods Love to Mankind, p. 418, 419, 
442, 462, where he proves, That Infallible Preſcience granted by 
the Arminians, infers as much neceſſitze on the Wil, as abſolute Pre- 
deſtination and Reprobation, Of which more in our next Argu- 
ment; alſo c.6. $. 5. 

Let us now a little inquire into the Subterfuges which our Ad- 
yerſaries take SanCtuarie in to ſecure themfelves from the force of 
this Argument taken from Divine Preſcience. And here at what 
2 miſerable loſſe and confuſion are they among themſelves ? How 
few of them agree on any one Principe or Medium for the ſolving 
this argument? Some flie for refuge to the Moliniſts 1fidale Sce- 
ence, telling us, That God foreſaw that men being placed under ſuch hy- 
potbeſes, and circumſtances, would ſin againſt him, &:c. Thus Baronius, 
Metaphyſ. Se. 12, Diſp. 2. 3. 55, 56. p. 326. where he profelledly 
defendes Fonſeca's conditionate Science, making God ts have a condt- 
tionate Science of the firſt fm] Eve ſeduced by the Serpent ſnould temt 
Adam,&c. Thus alſo one and another Divine of good note among 
us. But this ſubterfuge is greatly diſliked by the more ſober of this 
new Metho, particu/arly by Strangins, who, /.3. c. 11.p.651. 
Proves aurvoi, Tint there can be no ſuch thingas a Aſaale 
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or conditionate Science in God, becauſe its Objett is not cert ainly 
Copnoſcible, or Knowable : and this he proves ; becauſe an objett 
cannot be certainly knowen, unleſſe it be certainly tre : which the ob. 
felt of this condutionate Middle Science 15 not. Thus alſo Le Blane, 
De Concord. Libert. Par. 1. p.452, &c. Others therefore per. 
cciving the infirmitude of this evaſion, have recourſe to the Do. 
minicans real preſence of things ſuture in Eternitie ; whereby they 
make God, by his Science of Viſion, to behold the ſins of men. Thus 
Stranzius, I. 3. c. 10. p.646. If it be demanded, \aith he, ro what 
Science Gods Knowledge of Sins muſt be referred, I eaſily grant that 
it is to bereferred to his Science of Viſion, &c. But more tully, 1, z, 
C. 7. Þ. 594. Among al the modes which are wont to be explicated, 
there is none more probable than that which is taken from the preſence 
of althings in Etermitie , becauſe the Eternitie of God 15 Ir ſucceſſive 
and Indwiſible. The ſame he inculcates, p. 595, 596, 597. But 
this mode alſo of'ſolving the difficultie, 1s greatly oppoled, by 
ſome of his own party, the New Methodiſts, who take ſome 
pains to ſhew the invaliditie thereof, So Le Blanc, De Concord. 
Libert. Par. 3. Theſ. 37. p. 443: Firſt, faith he, as for that real 
preſence of futures in Eternuie, namely as they are ſuppoſed to coexiſte 
from eternitie to eternitie it ſelf, it appears to be a mere figment ;, for 
:bat one thins coexiſte to another, it 15 neceſſary that both exiſte, &, 
Thus alſo a learned and pious Divine among cur ſelves, who 
has eſpouſed Strangins's Hypotheſis, fals foul on the Thomiſts for 
aſſerting, Althings to be eternally preſent to the drvine Intelleft in 
eſſe reals, &c. Laſtly, others thcrefore to evade the fore-men. 
tioned inconveniences, take up their refuge under the Infinitze 
af Gods Preſcience. Thus Le Blanc, De (oncord. Par. 1. Thel. 40. 
P. 444. As for the fourth opinion, which ſeeks the certitude of the 
divine Preſcience in the infinite of the divine Intelleft, and in the de- 
terminate truth of thoſe things which are contingently future, it eſta- 
bliſheth nothing but what 1s certain and indyubitable, &c, Yet he 
grants, Theſ. 41. That albeit this opinion contains in it nothing but 
truth, yet it doth not ſatisfie the Queſtion, nor remove the main diffi 
cultie, namely, How things paſſe from a ſtate of poſſubilitie to a ſtate 
of futurition, &c. Whence he concludes, Thef. 43. Sithat there 
3s ſo much da kneſſe on every ſide, there is — more ſafe than ts 
ofeſſe our Ignorance in this particular, And this indeed is the 
ſt refuge theſe New Methodiſts have, when they ſee them- 
%lyes inyolyed in ſo many ſelf contradiftions, and abſurdities, 
to 
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to profelle their Ignorance as to the Mode of Divine Preſcience. 
Yea, ſome of them proceee o far in this pretended modeſtie, as 
to profeſſe, That the mede of Divine Preſcience is not determined in 
Scripture, Thus Strang, l. 3.c.5. p. 576. That God is ommiſcient 
is put out of dout, but touching the mode and manner of Preſcience 
rothing 15 expreſſely delivered wm Scripture. The like others. But 
is it ſo indeed ? Doth not the Scripture declare expreſſely the 
mode of Preſcience? Why then (1) are our Adverſaries fo dog- 
matic and poſitive in their new modes and meaſures of Divine 
Preſcience, contrary to the received Sentiments of the Church 
inal Ages? How comes 1t to paſle, that they contend with ſo 
much heat and paſlion, for that which they confeſle is not ex- 
preſſely delivered in Scripture ? Were not a modeſt ioy4 or 
ſuſpenſion of aſſent more agrecable to ſuch a Confeſſion ? But 
(:) Weeaſily grant them, that the mode of Divine Preſcience 
1s unſearchable and paſt finding out, as indeed al Divine Per- 
f:Qions are , but yet muſt we thence neceſſarily conclude, that 
:ot:5ng of the mode of Divine Preſcience is expreſſely delivered 
in Scripture? | 1] Doth not the Scripture evidently declare, 
That the mode of Gods Preſcicnce is far above yea oppoſite to 
that of Mans ſcience, as much as Heaven is above the Earth, yea 
1finitely more ? [2] Doth not the Scripture alſo remove from 
the mode of Divine Preſcience al manner of Imperfefions, much 
more Contradictions? And is not the mode of Gods Preſcience 
in his own Eſſence and Decrees, much more perfect than that 
which makes his Infallible immutable Preſcience dependent on 
the mutable fallible Wil of Man ? But ſee more hereof, Coure 
Gent, P. 4. B.2.c. 5. $. 2. 
$. 3. We paſle on to our third Argument, which ſhal be ta. 3 Arg. fron 
ken from the Divine Wil and Decrees;, and more particularly from **? P#7*e of 
the Decree of Reprobation. And here we ſhal lay down this Prin- _— 
cipe, which is granted by Srrargirs, and others of the New Me- 
thod, That Divine Predetermination is adequate and commenſnrate 
to Drvine Predefinition or Predeſtination. So Strangine, |, 3, c. 2, 
þ 547. We eaſily grant, ſaith he, that the predefinition of God from 
ttermtie, and the predetermiation of the create wil in time, mutual.y 
follow each other, ſo that if God doth abſolutely predefine any parti- 
cular and (ingular att to be brought about by us, he muſt alſo deter- 
mine onr Wil to the ſame. This he inculcates, c. 5.p. 584. Now 
this ingenuous Conceſſion is as much as we deſire to build our 
Demon- 
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Demonſtration on: for we no way dont but to demonſtrate, 
That God doth abſolutely predefine the material entit ative att of Sin; 
Which we ſhal endeavour to make good in the following Propo. 
ſitions. (1) Prop. Reprobation admits no formal motive , proper 
condition or cauſe. This Propoſition is generally denyed by the 
New Methodiſts, who grant, That God decrees al good abſolutely, 
but as for Sin, ſay they, God decrees that only reſpectively and con- 
ditionaily. So Strangins, 1.3.C.2.p.546—548. But we no way dour, 
but, before we have finiſht this Demonſtration, to make it evi- 
dent, that Gods Decree of Reprobation, whereby he determines 
to leave men to ſin, is abſolute, as wel as the Dcecrce of EleCtion: 
Yea, it is to me a thing altogether impoſſible, to defend an ab- 
ſolute Decrce of Eleftion, and yet to make the Decree of Repro- 
bation conditional and reſpective : for if the abſolute good plea- 
ſure o8God be the only cauſe why ſome are ele&ted, mult it not 
alſo be the only cauſe why others are rejected ? Doth not the 
Eleftion of the one neceſſarily implie the Reprobation of tlie 
other ? Ir's true, our Divines, that follow the Sublapfarian mode, 
as Davenant, &c, ſpeak of Sin as a commun condition belong. 
ing to the whole maſſe of corrupt nature, yet they allow not of 
any diſtinft;ve condition or formal carſe or motive, which ſhould 
incline the divine wil to reprobate one rather than another : 
for nothing can move the divine Wil, but what is ſome way/an- 
tecedent to it : Now the conſideration of al ſin is ſubſequent to 
ſome aCt of Gods Wil. (2) Prop. The att of Reprobation 1s not 
merely negative, but quay and efficaciow. It's granted, that ſome 
of our Divines make mention of a negative act of Reprobation, 
which they terme Non-eleition, or Preterition, yet hercby the 

intend not a ſuſpenſe ai? of the Divine wil, but include alſo a poſs 
tive efficacious act. Thus Fanſenins, Auguſt. de Grat. Chriſti, 1. 10, 
C. 2. pag. 420. proves out of Auguſtin, That Gods negative Repro- 
bation ts poſitrve. SO Davenant, Diſſert. de Eleft. & Reprob.p. 113, 
But we muſt take heed, ſaith he, leſt with Scotus we think, that the 
Wil of God in regard of Reprobates, which he eleftes not but paſſeth 
by, is merely negatrve : for in thu very att, which we expreſſe by 
N egation, 15 Contained an expreſſe and affirmate Wil of God. Sol 
his Determinations, Quzlt. 25. p.117. hetels us, That it's moſt 
certain, there can be no Decree permitting ſin, to which there doth 
not adhere ſome efficacious Decree, And p. y18. he inſtrudts us, 
That this Decrec of permitting ſin 3s efficacious, not in a way of effici- 
ence, 
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ence,but by direfting and ordaining to extraft good out of evil. (3)Prop. 


In the mater of Reprobation God is conſidered as a ſoverain Abſolute 
Lord, not as a Righteons Fudge, The Pelagians, Moliniſts, Armi- 
nians, and New Methodiſts conſider God in the act of Reproba- 
tion as a juſt Judge, not as a ſupreme abſolute Lord : whence 
they conclude, that it is unjuſt with God to reprobate any but on 
the previſion of their ſins; not conlidering, that Reprobation is 
not an aft inflifting puniſhment, but of denying Benefits, where- 
in the Libertie and Dominion of God is only to be attended ; ac- 
cording to that of the Apoſtle, Rom. g. 21. Has not the Potter 
power over the clay, &c? What is ſoverain Dominion, but an 
abſolute right to diſpoſe of what is our own? And ſhal we not 
allow the ſame Dominion to God, which is allowed to the Pot- 
ter over his Clay? Is the ſoverain Lord tied to his Creature by 
any Law, more than what is in his own nature and wil? Henee 
it follows, (4) That the Decree of Reprobation is moſt abſolute and 
Independent as to al diſtinftive conditions or cauſes in man, Thus 
Fanſenins,  Auguft. de Grat. Chriſti, 1. 10.C. 4. p.423. proves out 
of eAuguſtin, That the abſolute Wil of God is the alone cauſe of Re- 
probation. And Auguſtin complains, That i ts a great injurie to 
God, when men ſearch for cauſes of things ſuperior ro his ſoverain 
Wil : for. bis Wil is ſuch a ſupreme Rule of Fuſtice, as that whatever 
he wils is for that weryreaſon, becauſe he wils it, to be accounted juſt. 
$0 Bradwardine, de Cauſa Des, |. 1. c. 47. proves ſtrongly, Tha. 
albeit God puniſheth no man eternally without ſin committed in time ; . 
yet he doth not eternally reprobate any for ſin as a Cauſe antecedently 
moving his drvine Wil. So Alvarez, de Auxil. Diſput. 109.. 3* Con- 
cluſ. The poſitive att, whereby God from eternitie would not- admit 
ſome into his Kingdome, was not conditionate, but abſolute, antecedent, . 
in a moment of Reaſon, to the il uſe of Freewil, Andit is proved, . 
[1] Becauſe there can be no cauſe of Reprobation. [2] Becauſe ſu- 
pernatural Beatitude is not dne to any upon the account of natural . 
improvements : Therefore God could from al eternitie without any In- 
jarie, before the Preſcience of the good or il fe of free-wil, elett ſome 
ro life eternal, and oy 4 poſitive att wil not to admit others, And 
our Divines generally grant, That there can be no other cauſe aſ- 
ſiened of Reprobation, than the abſolute wdoxia or good pleaſure of 
God. 
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But none is more categoric and poſitive in this, than judicious totheſss abear 
Davenant,(who yet in ſome points came nigh the new Methodilts) 14461,s Repros + 
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in his incomparable Animadverſions oz Gods love to mankind 
Wherein he doth puiſſantly . defend the following particulars 
greatly conducing to the eſtabliſhment of our Hypotheſis. [17 
That Gods ſecret wil of good pleaſure i very different from his reveled, 
preceptive, comp.acential wil, as par. 221, 349) 376. [2] That Got; 
reveled, complacential, approbative wil s the meaſure of our dutie , but 
not of Gods decrees or operations, Pag. 222, 3 56, 391, 399. [3] That 
Gods beneplacite wil or good pleaſure us only properly his wil , pag. 3 gz, 
[4] That Gods beneplacite wil or good pleaſure i moved by nothing 
bur elf, pag. 375, 376- [5] That the abſolute Decrees of God 
contradict not general conditional promiſſes of life and threats of 
death, pag. 241, 332, 375, 387, 398. [6] That God may be ſaid, 
according to his wil of complacence and approbation , to intend the ſal. 
vation of ſinners, yea Reprobates, by providing the means of grace con- 
ducing thereto, pag. 271, 376, 394+ [7] That the externe means 
and offers of grace muſt be meaſured and interpreted according to the 
knowen nature of the means, not the unkzowen wil of God , pag, 353, 
[8] That God, by his approbative complacential wil unfeignedly wils 
what he commands , Pag. 329, 393, 394, 401. [9] That al under 
the means of grace are under ſome remote conditional poſſibilitie of ſal- 
vation, Pag. 256, 257. [10] That Gods evangehc, providential in- 
rention of ſaving ſinners is oft fruſtrated as to its events by mans ſin, 
although his decretive beneplacite mtention is never fruſtrated, p. 377, 
381, 387, 388, 395. [11] That abſolute Eleitzon and Reprobation 
may ſtand with a poſſibilitie to contrary events, though not with contra- 
ry events, Pag. 240, 333, 341, 360, 402,253. [ 12] That abſo. 
Inte Decrees oppoſe not the Tuſtice of God, with «ts dvſference from that 
of men, Pag. 232, 321, 336, 339, 342. [13] That abſolute Decrees 
oppoſe not Gods Holineſſe, pag. 240— 272. [14] That abſolute De- 
crees oppoſe not the Mercie of God,pag.277— 310. [15] That mere 
conditional Decrees are inconſiſtent with Gods ſoverain Being and Inae- 
pendence, pag. 226. [16] That abſolute Reprobation is not repug- 
nant to Gods Truth, pag. 349— 362. [17] That abſolige Repro- 
bation takes not away the end and uſe of Gods gifts , pag. 374---- 404. 
[18] That abſolute Reprobation leaves no man under an abſolute ne- 
Ceſſitie or compulſion to ite, Pag. 253- [19] Let Reprobation be ab- 
ſolute or conditwonal it leaves the ſame poſſibilitie and hbertie to the 
Agents, Pag. 333, 349, 341, 351, 360. [30] That the Arminians 
grant an abſolute, immutable, fixed Decree of Reprobation, which ad- 
mits the ſame objettions that they urge again#t the Calvnnſts, p. 302, 
332z 
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332333,340,351, 354, 400, 418, 419. [217 Infallible Preſcience 
anted by the Arminians infers as much neceſſitie on the wil, and com- 
pulſion to ſin 44 abſolute Reprobation , pag. 418, 419, 442, 462. 
[22] Laltly, he ſhews us, What :s the right uſe and abuſe of abſo'ute 
Decrees, pag. 4.54--- $26. Theſe Propoſitions clearly and fully 
explicated by our judicious Davenant give great evidence and de- 
monſtration to our Hypotheſis, as alſo diſtinct ſolution to the ob- 
jeCtions of our Opponents, of which hereafter, Chap. 6. 
$. 4. Our next Argument ſhal be taken from Divine Concurſe, 4+ A18-from Di- 
its Principe, Nature, and Effcace ;, the explication whereof wil %** concſe. 
give us a ful demonſtration of our Hypotheſis, which we ſhal 
endeavor to lay down in the following Particulars. 
1. That God predetermines the wil to the ſubſtrate mater or r. 1s Prix42+. 
entitative act of that which is ſinful, may be demonſtrated from 
the Principe of al Divine Concurſe. What is the aCtive principe of 
al Divine Concurſe , but the Divine wil? Doth not ſacred Pa- 
gine expreſlely ſpeak ſo much ? So Eph. 1. 11. Who worketh althings 
after the counſel of hi own wil. And more particularly as to the 
ſubſtrate mater of ſin it's ſaid , AZ. 4. 28. that thole who cruci- 
hed our Lord, did afte but wbat Gods hand , or wil and counſel prede- 
termined to be done, of which before. And Strangius himſelf grants 
us, 6b. 1. cap. 11, pag. 63. That concitrſe , as to uts prime att is mn 
God, and the ſame with God, Now ſuch is the Omnipotence of Ciun veluntas 
the Divine w1l, that althings muſt neceſſarily be done , which he Pivina fir effi- 
wils to be done, and in that manner as he wils them , as Aquinas _—_— 
wel determines. How then is it pollible, but that if God wil quaq — 
that the ſubſtrate mater of ſin exiſte, it muſt neceſſarily exiſte, quz Deus fieri 
and in that manner as he wils it ? Can any perſon or thing reſiſte vult, ſed quod 
the Divine efficacious wil ? And what is al aftive concurſe but ©? _ franc, 
the determination of the ſame efficacious wil ? See more of Gods fer; vane 4. 
wil being the ſpring and prigcipe of Divine concurſe, Corr Gent. quiz. part. 1. 
Fige Ba. C7. þ. 3. 
2. That God predetermines the wil to the ſubſtrate mater of 2+ 2s Natwe, 
ſn may be demonſtrated from the nature of Divine concurſe as 
to its Totalitie, Univerſalitie as to effetts, Particularitie as to manner 
of working, Immediation, Antecedence, and ſoveram abſolute Indepen- 
dence. (1) The Totalutie of Divine concurſe ſufficiently demon- I» Tozalities 
ſtrates its predetermination as to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin. That 
Gods concurſe to al ſecond cauſes, acts, and effects is total we 


bave ſufficiently demonſtrated, Conre Gent. P.4. B.2.(7.pag. 417. 
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Thns much is alſo granted by Strangins , bib. 1. cap. 10. pag. 55, 
where he aſlertes, That the whole attion dependes on G od, as alſo on 
the creature ;, otherwiſe God ſhould not concur immeazately : Though 
I am not ignorant that a Divine of name among us, as alſo of the 
ſame partie with Strangixs, denies Gods concurſe to the ſubſtrate 
mater of {in to be total ; yet becauſe he is ſingular therein, and 
different from his own partie, I ſhal take it for granted , that Geds 
concurſe ts total, and thence endeavor to prove its predetermining 
the wil to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin. For if God totally concur 
to the ſubſtrate a of ſin, muſt he not alſo concur to the wil that 
puts forth that at? And if God concur to the wil in the produ. 
Ction of the aft, mult he! not alſo neceſſarily determine the wil 
to that aft ? That Gods total concurſe doth not only reach the 
aCt and effect, but alſo the wil itſelf is granted by Srrangins, lib.z, 
cap.6. pag. 171. © Neither, faith he, do we ſay, that the Concurſe 
© of God doth reach only the effeft , but not the efficient cauſe, 
*lithat the very wigyea, Energie of the ſecond cauſe mult be from 
*God; and the action is not leſle an effe than the work, &c. 
(2) The Univerſalitie of Divine concurſe as to al effefts what: 
ſoever gives us a further demonſtration of its efficacious prede- 
termination as to the entitative act of ſin. That Divine concurſe 
is univerſally extenſive to al acts of the wil, as wel as to al other 
objects, by giving forces and aſſiſtances to faculties, exciting and 
appling them to their afts, and ordering them ſo as that they 


may in the beſt manner reach their ends, we have copioſely de- 


monſtrated , Court Gent. Part 4. Book, 2. Chap. 7. $. 2. pag. 296, 
297.. And doth not this ſufficiently dementinats Gods concurſe 
to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin to be predeterminative? Yea, to 
ſpeak properly,is there, or can there be any real efficience, influxe, 
or concurſe ſent forth by God as the prime univerſal cauſe of al- 
things, which is not predeterminative? To talke of an univerſal 
general concurke of God, which immediately influenceth the wil 


- and al its natural acts, and yet doth not predetermine, s. e. excite 
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and applie the wil to its aft, what is it but pure non-ſenſe and 
virtual contradiction ? 

(3) The Particularitie of Gods concurſe as to its manner of 
working doth alſo invidtly demonſtrate its predetermination as 
to the entitative aCt of ſin. Divine concurſe, albeit it be univerſal 
as to the extent of its object, yet it's moſt particular and proper 


as to its manner of working,, Our Adverſarics generally, both 


Pelagians, 
= 
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Pelagians, Moliniſts, Arminians, and New Mcthodilts talke much 
of a general indifferent concurſe, alike commun to al eſfe&ts, and 
determinable by its ſubſtrate mater ; as the general influence of 
the Sun is determinable by the mater it workes on. But, alas! 
how unbecoming and incongruous to the Divine perfeCtions is 
ſuch a general indifferent concurſe ? Doth not this make the firlt 
cauſe to be ſecond, becauſe dependent ; and the ſecond cauſe firlt, 
becauſe independent ? And doth it not hence alſo neceſſarily fol- 
low, that the firſt cauſe may, by the indiſpoſition of the mater or 
reſiſtence of ſecond Agents, be fruſtrated of its intended effect ? 
What more expreſlely overthrows the ſoverain Dominion and 
univerſal Concurſe of God, than ſuch a general indifferent Con- 
curſe? And yet is not this one of the molt plauſible ſubterfuges 
our Adverſaries have to ſhelter themſelves under ? They object, 
If God ſhould by a particular predeterminative concurſe deter- 
mine the wil to act in fins intrinſecally evil, as the hatred of God, 


or the like , then the ſpecification of the aCt and moral determi- 


nation of it te its particular object would be from God ; and fo 
God inevitably ſhould be the Author of ſin. This is their prin- 
cipal and indeed their only objection worth a naming againſt our 
Hypotheſis; to which we intend a more ful anſwer in the next 
Chapter, $. 1. at preſent let this ſuſhce, [1] We ſay not, that 
God is a particular cauſe, but univerſal, working in and by a parti- 
cular concurſe ſuitable to the indigence of the mater it workes 
on. [27] We ſay not, that this particular Concurſe of God doth 
morally ſpecifie, or determine the linful act to its object , but only 
phyſically individuate or naturally modifie the ſubſtrate mater of 
the ſinful act. This is incomparably wel explicated by Dr. Sa- 
mel Ward, that great Profeſſor of Theologie , in his Determina- 
tion of Gods Concurſe, pag. 117. where he ſtrongly demonſtrates, 
That the previous Concurſe of God, as the firſt cauſe , doth in its way 
modifie and determine al the attions of ſecond cauſes : and if ſo, then 
ſurely the ſubſtrate entitative act of ſin, as hereafter. [3] That 
general indifferent concurſe , which our Adverſaries ſo warmly 
contend for, ſithat they grant it to be cauſative and influential on 
the ſinful act, «oth equally infer God to be the Author of ſin, as 
our predetet minative concurſe. For if it be cauſative and effe- 
Ctive of thc act, then ſurely of that individual act, as determined 
to ſuch an 03) Ct: for to talke of its concurrence to the aCt 
genere, in th: -: 1eral, and not 52 sndividyo, in its individual deter- 

Y 2 - mination 
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14:ation to its object, is ſuch an abſurditie in Philoſophie , that 
al awakened Philoſophers wil decrie it : for what Tyro cannot 
informe vs, that al phyſical aQts are ſuppoſitorum , of indrvidual ſin- 
erlar ſubſtances , and ſo without al peradventure individual and 
lingular : and if ſo, then muſt not their general concurſe reach 
not only the aCtion in general, but alſo individually conſidered, as 
relating to its object, not morally , but phyſically ? And wil it not 
hence follow, that their general concurſe 1s cauſative of the enti. 
tative act, as determined to its object, and ſo makes God the Ay. 
thor of ſin, as much, at leaſt as wel as our predeterminative con. 
curſe, as more fully Chap. 6. 5. 1. Of the particularitie of Divine 
Concurſe ſee Court Gent. P.4. B.2.C.7. $.4. 

(4) The Inmediatien of Divine Concurſe ſtrongly demonſtrates 
the predetermination of the wil as to the entitative act of ſin 
thereby. Our Adverſarics gencrally , both Jeſuites, Arminians, 
and new Methodiſts, excepting ſome very few that adhere to Du. 
ard, grant an immediate concurſe to the entitative act of ſin; 
which if wel followed wil neceſſarily infer predeterminative con- 
curſe, ſpecially according to the conceſſions of the new Metho- 
diſts; who ſay,That this immediate concurſe reacheth not only the effett 
and att, (which the Jeſuites and Arminians grant ) but alſo the 
very wil itſelf, as the immediate efficient of the act, Touching 

this immediate Concurſe ſee Srtrangins, bb. 1. cap. 10. pag. 54, &C. 
& lib. 2. cap. 5. pag. 163. And among the Jeſuites none has more 
acutely demonſtrated this, than Suarez, Metaphyſ. Diſp. 22. Sett. 1, 
and our Country-man Campton Carleton, 1n his Philoſ. Univerſ. Diſp. 
28. Sett.2, 3. pag. 318. & Diſput. 29. Sett. 1,2. pag. 323, 324. 

where he demonſtrates ſtrongly , againſt Lud. 4 Dola, That God 

immediately together with the creature produceth the very att of ſin, 

Now hence we thus argue : If God, together with the human wil, 
immediately produceth the very aft of ſin, then certainly he muſt 

of neceſſitie predetermine the wil to that entitative act : For ſup- 

»oſe the ſinful aft be motws primo primns, as they phraſe it, or a 

mere ſimple volition of the wil, how is it poſſible, that God ſhould 
unmediately produce this.act of the wil, without applying the 

wil to the aft? Do not the very Jeſuites, Suarez, Carleton, wi 
9thers grant, That one and the ſame ſinful att is produced by God an 
the buman wil.? And doth not Strangius with others of the New 

Mcthodiſts alſo acknowlege further, That Gods Concurſe to this ſin- 


zl att of the-wil is previous to that of the wil, not only ſimultaneous, as 
Strane, 
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Strang. kb. 1. cap. 10. pag. $6 ? Yea Strangixs and thoſe of his per- 
ſuaſion grant yet more, That Gods imme-1:ate concurſe reacheth not 
oly the att and effett, but alſo the wil uſelf, as Strang. pag. 171, And 
is1t not moſt evident, from theſe ingenuous conceſlions of our Ad- 
verſaries, touching immediate concurſe, that God doth predeter- 
mine the wil to the entitative act of ſin? Can we imagine, that 
one and the ſame ſinful act ſhould be produced immediately by 
God and the human wil, and yet God not applie the wil to its 
aft, which is al that is meant by predetermination? Yea, doth 
God not only concur with the wil to one and the ſame act,” but 
alſo influence the wil 1n the production of that aCt, as Srrangins 
and others grant, and yet not applie it to act ? How is it poſlible, 
that God ſhould influence the wil in the production of any act, 
without aCtuating or drawing forth the wil to at? And if God 
atuate or draw forth the wil to act , doth he not applic it to the 
a(t, and ſo predetermine the ſame ? Again, doth God by an im- 
mediate concurſe not only influence the wil and its at, but alſo 
antecedently and in a moment of reaſon and cauſalitie before the 
wil concurs to its own act, as Srtrangins allo grants? and doth 
not this give us a more abundant demonſtration, that God pre. 
determines the wil to that act ? Can there be any previous con- 

curſe immediately actuating and influencing the wil in its ach, but 

what is predeterminative? Doth not the wil neceſſarily depend 
on the previous concurſe of the firſt cauſe? and if ſo, muſt it not 
be applied and predetermined to its alt thereby ? But more of 
this previous concurſe in our next Argument. Laſtly, if we al- 
low (with the Jeſuites) nnto God only an immediate concurſe to 
the at of the wil, al thoſe black conſequences which our Adver- 
faries caſt on the Aſſertors of predetermination , may with the* 
ſame facilitie be refleted on them : for if they make God, by an 
immediate concurſe to concur to the act of ſin, do they not make 

him the cauſe and ſo the Author of ſin as wel as we ?+ More of im- 

mediate Concurſe, ſee (our Gent. P.4.B.2.C.7.5 4. 


I67 


(5) The Prioritie and Antecedence of Divine Concurſe doth in- 5. Priovicie. 


victly demonſtrate its predetermining the wil as to the ſubſtrate 
mater of ſinful ats. We fhal here reaſſume a Principe already 
eſtabliſhed, and granted by Jeſuites and New Methodiſts, namely, 
That the altion of the firſt cauſe concurring with the ſecond, is not, 
as to paſſrve attingence , diſtinit from the ation of the ſecond cau{e. 
This is gcnerally granted by the Moliniſts, as Le Blanc, Concit. 
Arvitr 
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Arbitr. par. 3. theſ. 28. pag. 433. and by Fanſenius, Auguſt. tom, 1. 
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lib. 5. cap. 20. pag. 119. It's true, the Concurſe of God the firſt 
cauſe is really different from that of the ſecond, as to attive attin. 
gence or Principe, becauſe Gods concurſe , aCtively conſidered, is 
the ſame with his wil ; yet as to paſſive attingence , the aCtion and 
effect produced by God differ not from the action and effcCt pro- 
duced by the ſecond cauſe. This being premiſſed, we procede to 
demonſtrate Divine predetermination to the ſubſtrate mater of 
fin from the prioritie and antecedence of Divine concurſe , and 
that in and by the following Propoſitions. (1) Prop. The fir# 
cauſe doth in order of nature or cauſalitie concur before the ſecond, 
This Propoſition is potently demonſtrated by the acute Dr. Sam, 
Ward, Determinat. de Concurſ. Dei, pag. 116, &c. And the argu- 
ments for it are inviCt : for [1] where there is ſubordination 
and dependence in cauſalitic, which is proper to every ſecond 
cauſe, there poſterioritie is eſſentially appendent. Again, ['2] al 
ſecond cauſes in regard of God are but in{truments, as eAqumas 
proves: yea the wil of man as dependent on God is but a vital 
inſtrument, albeit in regard of the effect it may ſometimes be ter- 
med a principal Agent : Now doth not every inſtrument ſubſerve 
the principal Efficient ? And doth not that which is ſubſervient 
in order of cauſalitie move after that which 1s the principal A. 
gent ? But here we are to remember , that when we alert Gods 
Concurſe to be previous in regard of its principe and indepen- 
dence, we denie not , but that it is alſo ſimultaneons in regard of 
the aCtion and effe&t produced by the ſecond cauſe, as Alvarez, 
lib. 3. de Auxil. Diſput. 19. num. 4. & Twiſſe, Vind. Grat. lib. 2. de 
Criminat. part. 3.pag. 56. But that which we denie is, That Gods 
Concurſe is ſolely concomitant 4z;d ſimultaneous, and that ['37] be- 
cauſe this ſimultaneous concuffe makes God only a partial cauſe, 
and dependent on the ſecond cauſe in the production of its effect. 
Yea, ſome of the Jeſuitcs grant, That if we conſider the concurſe 
of God abſo!utely, without reſpect to this or that ſecond cauſe, 
ſo it is in order of nature before the inſluxe of the ſecond cauſe. 
So Fonſeca, Meaphyſ. lib. 6. cap. 2. qneſt.5. ſet. 13. The like 
Strangins, lib. 1, cap. 11. pag. 60, 61. Thus alſo Burgerſdicius, Me- 
rap lib.2, cap. 11. grants, Gods concurſe in fupernaturals to be 
previozs, aibeit in naturals he would have it to be only ſimultane- 
os : Which is moſt abſurd : for the aCtive concurſe of God, being 
nothing elſe but the immanent act of his wil , muſt neceſſarily = 
tne 


Fn 


|. 


NT IE STE En ur  uuwum— ar m_W » ST = * 9 TT 


as — 


of 


"VV S's” Y Rey 


ww WY FT & Y ov 


Chap. 5. Argument from Divine Concur ſe. 


the ſame in naturals as in ſapernaturals. More of the prioritie 
and Antecedence of the Divine Concurſe, ſee Court Gent. P. 4. 
B. 2.c.7. $.4.p.416. Hence, (2) Prop. This previous Concurſe 
of God as the firſt Cauſe muſt neceſſarily move and applie every ſecond 
cauſe to its att and effett, For how is it poſſible, that the ſecond 
cauſe ſhould aCt, unleſle the firſt move and applie it to its aCt ? 
Cana ſecond cauſe move it ſelf toan at, unleſle it be firſt moved 
thereto by the firſt cauſe? Whence, (3) Prop. This previous Con- 
curſe of God in applying and moving the Wil of man to the ſubſtrate 
mater of fin predetermines the ſame, For if one and the ſame ſin- 
ful ation be produced by God and the human Wil, and God 
concurs in order of nature before the wil, yea premove and ap- 
plie it to the act, muſt he not neceſſarily predetermine the 
ſame? Al the wit and ſubtilitie of our Adverſaries wil never ex- 
tricate themſelves or ſatisfie any awakened mind in this point, 
How God doth by a previous concurſe move and attuate the Wil, and 
yet not predetermine it to the aft, Indeed to ſpeak the truth, the 
Sentiments not only of the Arminians, but alſo of the new Me- 
thodiſts, Baronins, Strangius and others about Concurſe, fal in 
with thoſe of the Jeſuites for a ſimultaneous Concurſe only, albeit 
ſome of them in termes diſown ir. 


(6) Laſtly, the ſoverain and abſolute Independence of Gods Con- 6. Abſolute 1n- 
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curſe gives us further demonſtration of his predetermining the dependence. 


wil as to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin. That Gods Concurte is not 
(onditionate but abſolute and independent, we have copioſely proved, 
(ourt Gent, P.4.8B. 2.c. 7. $.4. p. 412, &c. And indeed, what 
more abſurd, yea impoſſible, than ſuch a conditionate Concurſe, 
whereby the Moliniſts and Arminians ſuppoſe Gods concurrence 
to depend on mans? ls there not hereby an effetual dore open- 
ed to a progreſle intoinfinite ? For if God concur on condition 
that man concur, doth God concur to that condition, or not ? 
If not, is there not then ſome aCt of the creature produced with- 
out Gods concurſe ? If God concur to the working of that con- 
dition, then abſolutely, or conditionally : if abſolutely, then his for- 
mer Concurſe is not conditional : if conditionally, then what an 


infinitude of Conditions will follow hence ? We take it then for 
granted, that Gods Concurſe is not conditional, but abſolute and 
independent. And hence we thus argue : If God concur abſo- 
lutely and independently to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin, then he 
doth predetermine the wil thereto : the conſequence is _— 
an 


and clear : For where two Agents concur totally and immediate. 

ly to one and the ſame action and ettect, the one muſt neceſſacily 

depend on the other ; and that which depends on another muſt 

be determined by that other : for every cauſe that is dependent 

on another, is ſo far as it depends thereon determinable thereby, 

It's true, natural corporeous effects have ſome dependence on the 

' Sun, without being determined thereby , becauſe the Sun is a li- 

*mited cauſe, and has not efficace ſufficient to determine the mater 

is workes on, but is rather determined thereby, and ſo in that re. 

ſpect dependent -thereon : But as for God the firſt cauſe whoſe 

wil, the principe of his concurſe, is omnipotent and molt effica. 

cious, it's impoſlible, that he ſhould have any dependence on, or 

be any way determinable in his concurſe by the mater he workes 

on : he being the molt univerſal caule, — perfect, and void 

of al potentialitie or paſſive power mult neceſſarily predetermine 

al ſecond cauſes to their ats , but be determined by none, But 

more of this in what immediately follows of the cfficace of Gods 

Concurſe. 

£» The efficace of 43, Having demonſtrated Divine predetermination to the ſub. 

noone op-91* ſtrate mater of fin from the Principe and Nature of Divine con- 

46s #7" curſe, we now procede to demonſtrate the ſame from the Efficace 

Nos autem eo Thcreof. Strangims, lib. 1. cap. 11, pag. G1, albeit he denies Gods 

nomine, [ (c.in- general Concur ſe, whereby he concurs to the mater of lin, to be pre- 

fluxus commu- qeterminative, yet he grants It is efficacious, Calling it Wigywas, the 

pd nc — force and efficace of God, whereby he ſubordinates ſecond cauſes to him. 

pradetermina- Je!f > Jo that whatever they are or att, they eſſentially depend on him in 

tionem intelli- both reſpelts. And this ingennous conceſſion touching the efficace 

gimus, ſed vim, of Divine concurſe, is al that we require to build our preſent De- 

erieywer, & monſtration on , which we ſhal diſtribute into two branches, (1) 

gonna Gods efficacious concurſe unto al natrral aits and effetts. (2) Gods 
cundas ſibi fub. Efficacious concurſe to al ſupernatural atts and effetts. 

ordinat, &c. 1. We ſhal demonſtrate Divine predetermination to the ſub- 

Strang-l.1.c.1r. ſtrate mater of ſin from the efficacitic of Divine concurſe as to al 

ab. pp natural aits and effetts;, which evidently appears in the following 

Katural azts, Particulars. (1) Gods concurſe to al phyſic or natural cauſes , mots- 

ons, and effetts 1s moſt efficacious, This Propoſition the ſacred Scri- 

ptures do abundantly confirme, as Eſa. 26. 12, Rom. 11. 36, Eph. 

I. 11. AQ. 17. 28. of which before Chap. 3. $. 1. Thus much 

Strangius and thoſe of his perſuaſion grant us, as before, c. 2. $. 1. 

(2) The efficace of Divine concurſe dependes on the efficace and deter- 


mination 
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mination of the Devine wil. For what is efficacious concurſe, con. 

ſidered actively, but the efficacitie of the Divine wil predetermi- 

ning to act ſo or ſo? To preſume that ative concurſe is any thi 

elſe but an immanent efficacious act of the Divine wil is to croſle 

the mind of ſacred Scriptures and the moſt awakened Divines, 

as we have copiolely demonltrated, Court Gent. P.4. B. 2. (7.4.3. 

(3) Gods wil being efficacious and determinate determines al ſecond 

cauſes to al their natural attions and effetts. Is it not impoſlible, 

but that the wil of God being omnipotent and determined for the 

produCtion of ſuch an aCtion of mans wil, the ſaid aCtion or effect 

mult neceſlarily follow ? Is not the wil of God ſufficiently potent 

to determine the wil of man in al its natural afts? Is not the effi- 

cacitie of the Divine wil ſo great, that not only thoſe things are 

done, which God wils ſhal be done, but in that manner as he wils 

them ? Doth not Srrangias confelle ſo much [:b. 1. cap. 10. pag.y 5. Non folimfum 

& kb. 2, cap. 11, pag. 266,? Whence if God in his own wil pur- * 9 7" 4 

poſe and determine, that the human wil ſhould produce ſuch or $4,002 00 

ſuch an action, ſuppoſe that whereto ſin is neceſſarily annexed, is gunt quo Deus 

not the human wil neceſſarily in regard of the Divine wil, and vult fieri, 

yet freely in regard of its own manner of working predetermined $974ng-(-2-c.17 

thereto? This is moſt evident in the crucifixion of our Lord, ex. 25% 

preſſed, A. 2. 23. By the determinate counſel, T5 «copy Bunfy6.c. ag , 2 

by the decreed, fixed, determined wil of God. The like AF. 4. 28, 

of which places before, Chap. 3. $. 2. Hence (4) The efficacious 

concurſe of God modifies, and according to its mode determines al ations 

of ſecond canſes, not only neceſſarily but freely. Doth the Divine wil 

determine itſelf to the produCction of every ſingular individual 

effect ? and may it not , yea mult it not then determine the hu- 

man wil to al its natural acts ? Has mans infirme ambulatorie wil 

power to determine al ſuch faculties, acts and effects as are ſubject 

to its Empire ? and has not the Divine wil, which is infinitely 

more efficacious, power to determine al inferior powers, acts and 

effefts ſubject to its univerſal Dominion ? And doth it not hence 

follow, that the ſoverain Divine wil doth by its efficacious con- 

curſe predetermine al the free acts of the human wil , which ne- 

ceſfarily fal under its Empire and modification? See this wel de- 

monſtrated by that judicious Profeſſor Sam. Ward, Determinat. de 

Concurſu Dei, pag. 118, &c. Whence (5) The efficacious prede- 

terminative concurſe of God equally extendes uelf to al natural good, 

even to the ſubſtrate mater of ſinf = Strangins and others of 
Our 
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our Opponents grant, That Gods cfficacious predetermining Con- 
curſe extendes it ſelf not only to al ſupernatural good, but alſo 
to al natural good, that has not fin intrinſecally annexed to it ; 
whence we may, by a paritie of reaſon demonltrate divine Pre. 
detcrmination to the ſubſtrate mater of al actions, though never 
ſo intrinſecally evil : for the ſubſtrate mater of al actions though 
intrinſccally evil, is naturally good. Take the Hatred of God, 
which is reckoned to be an act molt intrinſecally cvil, and if we 
conſider it in its ſubſtrate mater or entitative act, ſo it is natu- 
rally good, and if it were exertcd againſt ſin, its proper objeR, 
it would be alſo morally good : So that indeed the ſubſtrate mater 
of bad and good ations 1s the ſame, namely ſome natural good, 
and Gods Concurſe to the one and other is the fame. Yea this 
indeed 1s acknowledged by Strangirs, l. 2. c. 3.p. 154. Al natural 
atts arc nood by the bonitie of Being, 1. ce, entitatively and naturally— 
£x fic quantum whence he concludes, and ſo as to Concurſe we ſay, that God con- 
ad concurſum ,,,,; ;, the ſame manner to generation from lawful Matrimonie and 


artiner dic 1 |, from adulterie;, becauſe the attion on both ſides is phyſically of 


ran tne co» the ſame kind. A great conceſſion indeed, which would our Ad- 
dem modo ad verſaries tully come up unto, howfoon and how eaſily might we 
2) generationem nut a period to this Controverſig? For ifthe ſame action may be, 
ex legitmo 4 ro its ſubſtrate rhater naturally good and finful, and both phy- 


pe a —- of the fame kind, and ſo Gods Concurſe to both the ſame, 


phyfice eadem {why then may not God be allowed to predetcriniine the wil to 
eſtſpecie utro- the ſubſtrate mater of that which is ſinful, as wel as to the ſub. 
bique aCtio- ffrate mater of that which is good ? Surely if the ation be, as 
gp, «2+ & th its ſubſtrate mater, in one and t'other naturally good, and 
Fe 254 phyſically of one and the ſame kind, there can be no rational 
account given, why God ſhould not predetermine the wil tothe 
ſubſtrate mater of that which is evil, as wel as to that which is 
200d. In ſhort, as there 1s no moral aft ſo perfect in this im- 
perfect ſtate, but has ſome vitioſitic adherent to it, ſo there 1s 
no natural act ſo ſinful, but it has for its ſubſtrate mater ſome 
natural good: and as God by predetermining the wil to the 
moral good is no way the Author of the vitiolitie appendent to 
the att ; ſo by predetermining it to the natural ſubſtrate mater 
cf the ſinful] aCt, he is as much exemted from being the Author 
lh of the ſin, The ſubſtrate mater of the one and the-other being the 
concurk 2s ts Tame, of which more $. 5 
Fyereatiral 2, We procele to demonſ{trate Divine Predetermination to 


= and, Ef- the ſubltrate mater of Sin from the Efficacitie .of Divine _ 
4+ we curſe 
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curſe as to ſupernatural Att; and Effeits. Our Adverſaries the 


New Methodilts, Zaromw only exceptcd, grant that efficacious 


Concurſe as to ſupernatural good is predeterminative ;, from which 
we no way dout, but to dravw an invict Demonſtration, that Di- 
vine Concurſe isalſo predeterminative as to the ſubſtrate mater 
of ſinful as, even ſuch as are intrinſecally evil. This Province 
we ſhal endeavor to make good by ſeveral Arguments, (1) From 
the Principe of al Predetermination : what 1s the principe of al 


_ Predetermination, but the omnipotent efficacious wil of God ? 


And how are al Acts and Effects predetermined by the Divine 
Wil, but by an immutable predeterminative Decree, termed his 
Determinate Counſel, At. 2.23? which is faid, A. 4.28. ro pre- 
determine the Crucifixion of Chriſt? Doth not therefore the 
ſame determinate (ounſe! or wil of God predetermine the ſub- 
ſtrate mater of ſun, as wel as any act morally good ? ls not then 
predetermination as to its att:ve Attingence or principe one and 
the ſame, both as to natural and ſupernatural good, albeit as to 
its paſſive Attingence and effect it be greatly different ? For al- 
beit there be a double Concurſe required to ſupernatural good, 
one to the ſubſtrate mater, which is a natural good, and the 
other to the moral good, which is ſupernatural, but only a ſingle 
concurſe to the ſubltrate mater of fin; yet in point of efficace 
the predetermination to the later is equal to the former, as to 
Divine efficience: For there is as much power and efficace re. 
quired to predetermine or premove the wil tothe ſubſtrate mater, 
or natural entitative act of ſin, as there is to any ſupernatural 
ood : both are alike facile to the divine omnipotent wil: and 
urely no reaſon can be given, why predetermination is neceſſary 
for the production of any gracious act, and not as neceſſary for 
the produCtion of the entitative act of fin: for the Wil of Man 
is equally uncapable of acting atal, as of aCting graciouſly with- 
out Predetermination, whatever ſome may imagine to the con- 
crary. 
G) From the ſubſtrate mater of al natural and ſupernatural good. 
Are not al gracious acts and habits Iloged in human nature ? 
What is ſupernatural good but a ray of the divine Nature irra- 
diated into human Nature, and ſcated therein as its proper ſub- 
ject ? Is not al grace a —_— mode implanted in human 
nature? whence, if God by efficacious Grace predetermine the 


wil to receive any habitual infuſion, or act of Grace, muſt he = 
& 3 alle 
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allo neceſſarily predetermine the wil to the natural aCt which is. 
the ſubſtrate mater of that ſupernatural mode ? And if God pre- 
dctermine the wil to the natural act of that which is good, muſt. 
he not alſo predetermine it to the natural a&t of that which is 
evil? What difference can there be aſſigned between the natural 
att of Crucifying our Lord, which was intrinſecally evil, and. 
that of cracking the Thieves, which was a piece of Juſtice ? 
Did not God then as much predetermine the former as the later ? 
Yea, to raiſe this Argument higher, hath not the ſame ſubſtrate 
mater, which: is ſupernaturally good and gracious as to its ſub- 
ſtance, ſome modal vitioſitie an obliquitic appendent thereto 
in this imperfect ſtate ? If then God predetermine the Wil ta 
the ſubſtrate mater of that which is ſupernaturally good, muſt 
he not alſo neceſſarily predetermine it to the ſubſtrate mater 
of that which is alſo evil? I am not ignorant what is replied 
hereto, which we no way dout but wil prove invalid, and no 
better than ſmoke or vapor, when we come to enlarge mere fully 
on this Argument, $. 5; 

(3) We demonſtrate the neceſſitie of Divine Predetermina- 
tion to the ſubſtrate mater of what is ſinful, fromthe Inyaliditie 
yea vanitie of thoſe reaſons which are urged by our Adverſaries 
againſt it, which do with as much force ſtrike at Predetermina- 
tion to what is ſupernaturally good. [1] One principal Ob. 
jection that our Adverſaries urge againſt predetermination tg the 
fubſtrate mater of ſin, ſpecially ſuch fins as are 1ntrinſecally evil, 
is That it deſtroyes the libertie of the Wil, &c. We ſhal not now 
attemt any anſwer to the Objection, but reſerve it for its proper 
Place, (hap. 6. $. 5. only we are to ſhew, that the whole of this 
Objection, and the reaſons urged to enforce it, do- with as much 
force ſtrike againſt al Predetermination, even that which is grant- 
cd to ſupernatural good : For doth not Predetermination to 
gracious acts, lay as much compulſion on the wil, and thence as 
much deſtroy its libertie, as predetermination to the ſubſtrate 
mater of ſin? And is not the ſame objcftion with its reaſons as 
much urged, and that with as great color of Reaſon, by the 
Moliniſts and Arminians, againſt al Predeterminat!on to gracious 
acts ? I muſt confeſſe, 1 could never, neither do I think any elſe 
can maintain and defend our ground againſt the Jeſuites and Ar- 
minians, if thoſe reaſons and grounds which our Adverſarics 
ge againſt Predetermination to the ſubſtrate mater of fin, be 2d 
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mitted as valid. [2 7] The like may be ſaid of that other ob- 
jection or reaſon, why our Adverſaries rejet Predetermination 
to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin, namely, That it makes al Gods Laws 
nat: rally and abſolutely impoſſible, &c, Is not this very objetion, 
and the reaſon urged to enforce it, as much urged by Moliniſts 
and Arminians, againſt al Prederermination even ito gracious 
Ats? And are not the reaſons as valid on the later as on the 
former ſide ? What reaſon do the new Mcthodiſts give, that Pre- 
determination to the entitative aft of ſin makes Gods Laws im- 
poſſible, but that it takes away the Wils Indifierence, and de- 
ſtroys the natural power that the wil is inveſted with to att or 
not to a(t? And doth not Predetermination to good as much 
deltroy the wils indifference, and its power to act or not to 
at? (37) Our Adverſaties urge, That this Predetermination 
takes away the uſe of Promiſes, Invitations, and al evangelic offers of 
Grace, and ſuppoſeth God nt to dea! ſincerely with Sinners, in ma- 
lang offers of Grace, and yet irreſiſtibly determining their Wils againſt 
the acceptance of theſe yr” ? ls not this very objection, with its 
reaſon urged, and that with as much force of reaſon by Jeſuites 
and Arminians againſt Predetermination-to gracious Acts? For 
if no man can entertain thoſe offers of Grace by his own free- 
wil, without a predeterminative Concurſe, are not al gracious 
Promiſes, Invitations, and offers of Grace to Sinners, who fal 
not under this Predetermination, vain and uſeleſſe ? Our Adver- 
faries the new Methodiſts generally, (ſome few excepted) denic 
9any ſufficient Grace or Free-wil in corrupt Nature for the re- 
ception of evangelic offers and Grace: and is not then the viti- 
ous wil of corrupt Nature as wel determined by its own vitioſitic 
2gainſt the offers of Grace, as by the predeterminative Concurſe 
of God? [4] Our Adverſarics objett, That this Predetermina- 
tion to the entitative alt of ſin, ſuppoſeth God to compel and force men 
zo ſin, and ſo makgs htm to be the real Author of Sin, yea more than 
the Sinner that is under a violent compulſion, QC. and is not this very 
argument urged by Jeſuites and Arminians againſt al Predeter- 
mfaation even to what is good, and that with as much color of 
reaſon ? For fay they, If God predetermine the wil to what is 
200d, then he compels and forccth the wil to be goed; ſo thar 
the wil being under a compulſion cannot be faid ro be the Au- 
thor of its own act, but is as a Stock or Stone in the excrcice 
x that act, which deſtroycth al moral good, &c. Which obje- 
-19N 


175 


176 


js Arg. fron 
ihe Natare of 
Sine 


Y, It; W,altts 


Argument from the Nature of Six. Booklll 


Ction is as valid as that of our Adverſarics, and can never be ſq. 
lidly anſwered if their objection be good; though according tg 
our Principes neither the one or the other objection has any 
force in it, as we ſhal demonſtrate, e. 6.$. 5. To conclude this 
argument, I am very confident, our Opponents the new Metho. 
ditts wil never be able to defend an efficacious determinative 
Concurſe to what is morally or ſupernaturally good, ſo long as 
they denie the ſame to the ſubſtrate mater of fin, which is naty. 
rally good : for al, or at leaſt the moſt of thoſe arguments they 
urge againſt the later, may, and are urged by the Moliniſts and 
Arminians againſt the former, and that with equal force. And 
this Baronins did by his natural acumen foreſee, and therefore 
he took a courſe more ſeemingly rational according to his Prin. 
cipes, though leſle friendly to divine Concurſe, to denie al Pre. 
determination as wel to ſupernatural as natural good; of which 
ſee his Metaph. Seft. 8, Diſput. 3.n. 66. &C. p. 136, 

S. 5. Our fifth Argument ſhal be taken from the Nature of Sin, 
its ſubſtrate mater and formal reaſon. 1. As to the general Idea 
and ſubſtrate mater of ſin, we have demonltrated, Ch. 1. $. 2. 
(1) That al human atts conſidered in their natural entitie, abſtratted 
from their moral conſtitution, are neither good nor evil. (2) That al 
moral afts whether good or evil receive their formal Conſtitution and 
Determination from the Moral Law. (3) That no human A con- 
ſidered phyſically, or according to its natural entitative ſubſtance, is 
mmtrinſecally evil, but only morally, in reoardof its moral ſpecification 
or determination to ſuch or ſuch an objett, Hence, (4) That fm 
has for «ts ſubſtrate mater ſome natural good. Now theſe Propo- 
ſitions being laid as ſo many Principes, we hence argue, That 
God muſt neceſſarily concur to, yea predetermine the ſubſtrate mater 
of attions intrinſecally evil : For, if al ſinful afts, even ſuch as are 
intrinſecally evil morally, are, according to their ſubſtrate mater 
phyſically good, doth it not neceſſarily follow, that God the firſt 
cauſe mult concur thereto, yea predetermine the ſame ? Muſt 
not every ſecond Cauſe as ſuch be aftuated and ſo determined 
by its firſt Cauſe and his efficacious Concurſe ? Doth not the ſub- 
ordination of the ſecond Cauſe to the firſt, neceſſarily demon. 
ſtrate, not only its dependence on, but alſo Predetermination 
by the ſame in al its natural operations and effe&ts? Is not every 
Being by participation neceſſarily limited, defined, and predeter- 
mined inal its natural entitative motions by the firſt Being, which 

is 
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is ſuch by Eſſence ® May not this alſo be demonſtrated from 

the very conceſſions of our Adverſaries, who grant, that vitio- 

ſitic follows not any ACt as a natural Act ? So Strangine, |. 2. c. 

11, p. 243. We confeſſe, ſaith he, that Vitioſitic doth not follovs the Faremur qui- 
aft of fin as an att, for then every att would be ſin; alſo that it dem, maliriam 
doth not follow, as the att procedes from God, for then every aft that _— ſequi_ac- 
procedes from God, would have ſin. Now if {in follows not the at © fun 
of fin as an a(t, what reaſon can there be why God ſhould not quiomnisaRtus 
eſicaciouſly concur to, yea predetermine the entitative act of eſerpeccatum, 
Sin? This is wel explicated by L:d. Crocins, (that Breme Pro. © Strune. 
ſeſſor, who was a member of the Synod of Dort, and there be. 

gan the New Method) Duedecas, Diſſert. de Volunt. Dei, Dillert, 

$. The. 99. p. 426. © As to the Att, faith he, of the Divine Wil 

* about ſin, the effates of Scripture ſeem to contradict themſelves, 

*whiles that ſome expreſlcely aſhrm, That God nils and hates ſms, 

* 2nd thoſe that commit them, Pſal. 5. 5,6, 7. Zach. 8. 17. but 

© others ſeem to ſay, That God wils, creates, effettes them, Eſa. 45. 

©7. Lam. 3.37, 38, Amos 3.6, But theſe things do wel agree, 

* if the diſtinCtion be rightly obſerved, ( 1) Between the Act, and 

©the Vitioſitie of the Act. (2) Between the ACt as it is from 

*God, and as it is from the Creature. (3) Between the wil of 
* God decrecing, and the wil of God commanding. Whence 

he concludes, Thef. 100. p. 427. ©* For God wils and produceth, 

* by the Creature as the firſt Cauſe by the ſecond, the Aft, as an 

* Act, of it ſelf indifferent to moral Bonitie, and Vatioſitiez and 
© wils and effectes the ſame, albeit depraved by the Creature, as 

* inveſted with his moral rectitude, becauſe he produceth it by 

© his own power, from his immaculate SanCtitie and Jultice, 

©which can never be made crooked or corrupted by any ſecond 

©Cauſe. Whence he addes, Thef. 1c1. * And this act eſſentially 

good, even as defiled by the Creature, God juſtly and holily 

<uſeth either as an Inſtrument of puniſhment, or of explorati- 

© on or exercice, and as an ordinate convenient Medium, accord- 
<ing to his Juſtice for the beſt ends. Theſ. 102, In this ſenſe 
© God is ſaid, To create evil, to produce it out of his mouth, to ſend J0- 
© ſeph #nto Egypt by the Vendition of his Brethren, to rob Job of his 
* poods, to command Shimei to curſe David, to uſe Abſolon for the 
* defiling his Fathers Concubines, to deliver Chriſt into the hands of 

 Fews and Gentiles. Theſ. 1c3.* For God decreed to produce 


*thoſe as, as aCts, and to permit the depravation of them "y 
fac 
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© the Sinners, and to uſe them albcit depraved, wiſely and juſtly 


* toends holily ordaincd by him, 


2. Divine Predetermination to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin may 


mal reaſon of -he alſo demonſtrated from thc formal nature of Sin, which con. 


ſiſtes in the-privation.of that moral rectitude due to aCtions, as 
Ch. 1, $. 2. we have more fully explicated. Whence we thug 
argue : lt every deflexion from the Law of God be ſin, then cer. 
tainly God neceſſarily predetermines to the ſubſtrate mater of 
ſome ſins: and if of ſome, why not of al, even ſuch as are in. 
trinſccally evil? That God predetermines to the ſubſtrate mater 
.of ſome {ins is evident, and that from the conceſſions of our Ad- 
verſarics, who grant, That God doth predetermine the Wil to ations 


amperfe 


modally 


00d, which alſo, according to their own confeſſions are 
: Whence we'thus argue z The ſubſtrate mater of 


the ſame action as good and as ſinful is the ſame : wherefore, 
if God predetermine the wil to the fubſtrate mater of the aCtion 
as good, mult he not alſo predetermine it to the ſubſtrate mater 
of the ſame action as ſinful * When we ſay, That Ged prede- 
termixes to the ſubſtrate mater\of the ſame aftion as ſinfil, As here, 
may not be taken reduplicatively, but only ſpecificatzvely, 1. e. asit 
ſpecifies and diſtributes the ſame action into good, and ſinful, which 
are different modes of one and the ſame ſubſtrate mater or en. 
titative act : ſo that our Opponents granting, that God doth 
predetermine the wil to the ſubſtrate mater of the ation as im. 
perfectly good, how can they poſlibly denie, that God prede- 
termines it alſo to the ſame ſubſtrate mater which is modally 
ſinful? When | can ſee a rational ſolution given to this argu- 
ment, ( which I deſpair of) I ſhal think our Adverſfaries have 


done much ſervice to their Cauſe, 


But they replie, If God con- 


cur by determinative infiuence to imperfeitly good aitions, it doth not 
thence follow, that he concurs to attions imtrinſecally, and in the ſub- 
ſtance of them evil. But I conceive this evaſion wil ſoon vaniſh 
into ſmoke and vapor, if we conſider wel, (1) That the leaſt 
ſin may not be imputed unto God as the Author of it, any more 
than the greateſt : the difference between fins modally and in- 
trinſecally evil finds no place here: dare our Adverfarics ſay, 
that God is the Author of that modal fin which adheres to atti- 
ons imperfectly good, but not of that intrinſecal evil- which is 
in the hatred of God, or the like? Whence, (2) The force of 
our Argument ariſeth from this paritie of reaſon, If God doth 


concur, 


Chap.5. Argument from Gods Permiſſion of Sin. 


concur, yea predetermine the wil to an att only modally ſin- 
ful, without falling under the imputation of being the Author 
of ſin, why may he not alſo predetermine the wil to the ſub- 
ſtrate mater of that which is intrinſecally evil, without the like 
imputation ? Albeit there be a diſparitie in the ſins, yet is not 
the paritie of reaſon for the one and the other the ſame ? Ought 
we not to be as cautelous in exemting the Sacred Majeſtie of 
God from” having any hand in the leall fin, as in the greateſt ? 
And if we allow our ſelves the liberue of making him the ay- 
thor of the leaſt ſin, wil not that open a wide gate for atheiſtic 
blaſphemous wits to impute ts him the greateſt ſins? Whence, 
if we can prove, what our Adverſaries wil never be able to dif- 
prove, yea what they approve of, namely, that God doth pre- 
determine the wil to the ſubſtrate mater or entitative aCt, which 
is imperfectly good, but modally ſinful, it thence follows by ne- 
ceſlary conſequence and inevitable paritie of reaſon, that he 
can and doth predetermine the wil to the ſubſtrate mater of that 
which is intrinſecally evil, without the leaſt imputation of be- 
ing the Author of ſin annexed thereto. I would fain have 
our Opponents weigh impartially the force of this Argu- 


ment. 
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$. 6. Our next Argument for Gods Predetermination to the 6. 41g. from 


ſubſtrate mater of ſin ſhal be drawen from his Permiſſion of Sin. 
And to make way to this demonſtration we muſt diſtinguiſh of 
Permiſſion; which is either legal or natural : Natural Permiſſion 
is either divine or human, ns both either negative Or .poſitive. 
(1) God gives no legal Permiſſion or Indulgence to ſin, but on the 
contrary ſeverely prohibites it, and that on pain of death. 
(2) Gods natural Permiſſion as Reftor of the World 1s not of ſin ſim- 
ply as ſin, but as conducible to the principal ends of bis divine Guber- 
nation, It's true, Divine Permiſſion regardes not only the ſub. 
ſtrate mater of ſin, but alſo ſin formally conſidered, and fo fin 
under that reduplication, as ſin, yet not ſimply conſidered, but 
as it has a tendence or conducibilitie to the advance of Divine 
Glorie: and ſo much is confeſſed by Srrangine, /. 2.c. 22. p. 399. 
If the Reduplication. be joined to the terme ſin, it's true, that ſin as 
fin is permitted by God, phyſically not morally. Yet I adde, not ſim- 
ply, but reſpeftively, as conducible to Gods ſupreme ends of Go- 
vernment. And Lud. (rociue, Duodec, Diſſert. 8. Theſ.74. pag. 415. 
allertes, That God, albeit he wils __ decrees only the material of ſin, 

4 yee 


Gods Permiſſien 


i%o The Theogonieof Silenns from Silo, B.2; 


©crated to immortal memoarie and honor. Thus Dziodorus : 
wherein he gives us an exaR account why the Mythologift; con- 
fecrated Vulcan,and made bim the God of Fire, and all Arts per- 
fected by fire. Which exaRtly anſwers co the charater given 
Gen. 4.222 tO Tubalcain Gen.4-22. Tubalcain an inſlruftor of every Arti» 
ficer in tron and braſſe,8&&c, Thence Bochart in his Prefaceto 
Phalee ſpeaks thus* © The Grecians, when they write of the 
© firſt Invencors of things ,to Tubalcain, who firſt invented the 
©conflature of Metals , they ſubſtitute the Curetes,or the Cy- 
© clopes, or Yulcanus Lemnius, &c. This allo exaRly anſwers 
to Sanchoniathons charatter of Vulcan , whom ( according to 
Philo Byblius's Verſion) he calls xp, in the Phenician 
Tongue '\X PT Chores: ur, 1. mvunyrims one , who by the ope- 
ration of fire, fabricates metals into any forme: whence Lucian 
cals Vulcan Tveirwz and the Poets feign him to be the chiet fa- 
bricator of all ?upiters thunderbolts, &c. So Bochart Can, lib: 
| _ | 
Silexur the ſame $+ 2. We now come to Silenus, ſo famons amongſt the 
ith Silo, Poets, whom they place in the order of their Gods; whoſe 
4.49.10 Names, Genealogie, and Attributes, apparently prove him to 
have been, by a monſtrous Satanick imitation , of ſacred origt= 
wation. 1. As forhis Greek name, which is varioully written 
either =alu3e, Or Sexluls, ON Sercrts » OF Srilubs Bochart (Can, lib, 
1.64p-18. fol.482.) makes it to Þe an evident derivative from 
the Hebrew N7'V $;1lo, the MEſſhas's name Gem. 49. 10, for 
from 17'& $310 comes 17'W Silan, whence =talu's, Silenws, 

2, Neither does Silenus agree with Silo, the Jewiſh Meſſiac, 
in Name only, but alſo in Genealogie , according to that of Dio- 
dorus lib, 3. Iggy 3 mar drdyruy Barngow, acl, rig Now Snnlworg} 
vo 33 if yo) avern «116 Su be TW a py,ommy *The firſt that ri- 
led at Nyſa was Silenus, whoſe Genealogie & unknown by all,by rea- 

| ye where IA ſon of his antiquitie. ; 

nas reigned the 1. As for Nyſa, where S:/enus reigned , it ſeems either the 
ane 116 21%, ſame with Mount Sina (by the tranſpoſition of S. and N. ) the 
_—  : "W place 


C.6. Silennus's Parallel vith Silo. 1$1 


place where God delivered the law to Moſes, who therefore 
was ſaid to reign there, as Yoſſins ; or elſe Nyſs isthe ſame with 
the place where Moſes, Exod-1 7.15. built an Altar,and called the 
name of it Fehovah Niſti.as C.5.5 3. Whence Nyſa according to 
Bochart, as before. And that which makes this more evident is 
that this Ny{a, where Sslenwr reigned, is the ſame with thar of 
- Bacchus, who is called aw the God of Nyſa from that of 
eMoſes, Exod, 17.15. Fehovah Niſſi. For Bacchus and Sile« 
us are made by the Poets to be inſeparable companions as 
C.3-$.3- DR ; 
2. As for Silenu;'s Genealogie, Diodornus alſo tels us, that it 5itmw's Genes 
was unknown to all b reaſon of its Antiquitie or Eternitie : gie,as Sild's 
which anſwers to the Hebrews account of their Meſſias, Hebr.7. yg.q.s. 
3. without father, without mother, having neither beginning of 
daies,8c. the character of Melchiſedek, the type of Chriſt, | 
3. There is yet a more exit Parallel betwixt S;lenus and Silas ad Sits 
the Hebrew Silo or Shiloh , as to, Attributes , and offices : for 92** in offices. 
1, Ot Silo'tis ſaid Gen.49.10. and to him ſhall be NP" the DgÞ © 492% 
frine of the —_ , or the Congregation of the people, to be | 
endoftrinated. Thus Silenws is alſo made by the Poets to be 
the greateſt Doffor of his Age: for he is called levy i/%2raad 
Bacchas's Preceptor,i.e, according to Voſſius's account , Bacchus 
was Moſes, and Silenes was Silo or Chriſt, who inſtraRted Moſes 
on Mount Sina or Nyſa, the place where Zacchus and Silenus 
were ſaid to be. -Again Tertullian, de Anima cap, 2. makes $ilen the great 
Silenus *ro be a Phrygian, who being brought by the Paſtors to Po#or 3 as Silap 
© 1zidzs the King , he lent him his great Aſſes ears. Voſſius* 
© (de Idololat.lib. 1,cap. 21.) thus decizhers this fable. © Ir is 
© no wonder that M#das 15 ſaid to lend Silenns his Aſſes ears; be» 
© cauſe he was the moſt intelligent of his Age both 1n nature and 
* Antiquitie, The import is z that Midas liſtened greatly to J 
© him as his Inſtructor. I ſuppoſe Szlennr is (aid to bea Phry. F 
£ian , becauſe the Phrygians were ſome of the firſt great 24y- 
thologiſts, who traduced tables into Greece, particularly this of 
Silenu,trom the Phenicians and Hebrewe, 2. Ano» 


132 Silenas's parallel with Balaam. B.2. 


Sil-w'svid'vs 2, Another Attribute given to Silenus is 2 the wi! mad by hum 
_ 7 22.5 carried torthe moſt part on an Aﬀe : and hence Silengs had 
E 21. ' a particular remarque for riding on an Aſſe: which Bochart re- 
| ters to that prophecie of Si/o Gen. 49.1 1. binding his Aſoes colt 
to the choice Vine. 3. The Mythologiſts fable Silenns, camrade of 
Bacchus, to be imployed in treading out the Grapes, - This Bo- 
chart refers to Gen. 49.11. he waſhed his garments in wine, and 
his cloths inthe blood of Grapes, which is explicated Eſa. 5. of 

| ſuch as tread out the grapes, | 
Silenus's bcing £4. They charaRterize Slenus , as one that was alwaies drunk ; 
| fillcqwith wine, ag *ris ſuppoſed from what followes Gep. 49-1 2. His eyes ſhall be 
fon 61-49: red with wine : which Solowen makes the charadter of one overs 
I come with wine, Prov.23.29,30. to whom rednes ofeyes, &c. 
Sileas% meat 5. They aſcribe to Szlenns for his meat, Cows Milk : which Poe 
Cows milk, chart makes to be traduced from Gen-49.12, and his teeth white 
fon 61:49- with Milk, Whence he concludes thus : © The Devil could 
© have imagined nothing more abominable whereby to profane 
© the moſt holy miſteries of our Religion,and to expole it to the 

© cavils of moſt wicked men,e#c. 

6, That Silenns had his original traduRtion from Szlo the 
Fewiſh Meſiias will farther appear from that of Panſanius 
Eliacon. 2, &@ 38 73 *Elegiar yon EAmE wiute The monument of 
Silenus remains in the Countrey of the Hebrews, i. e, all the Tra- 
Gitions of S;lenys came from the Hebrews , whoſe Meſsi45 he 
Silezur's p2r21. WaS» I know, that Savafordns de Deſcenſu Chriſti 1, 1, $. 21, 
Fel with Balarm, ſUppoſerh Balaam to be Silenus. © Nothing, ſaith he, hinders , 
; « but that Bal4am ſhould be Silenusz namely, be who was fo fa- 
* mous for his Afe, and Prophecie. The Ancients fable, that 
© Bacchus gave a reward to a certain Aﬀle that he ſhould ſpeak 
* with human voice , with which the Giants , which were Bac- 
© chus's enemies, were terrified. Whence came theſe things but 
©from the ſacred Scriptares > Numb. 22.28. the Lord opened 
* the mouth of the Aſſe, &c. which being divulged far and near, 
© wenced not doubt but that the 2Loabeter were terrified R_ 
0 


Nam.2:.28, 


' their enemies; whence that proverbial ſpeech, of Pannick fears. 


_ 


C,6. The Theogonie of Pan, and his parallel &rc. 18z 


So Stillinefleet,Origin.S.Book.3.cap.5.ſec#.11. makes this whole 

fable of Silenxs to be taken from the ſtorie of Balazm, to; 

whom he ſeems paralel; in that both were noted for their $kill 

in Divination; both taken by the water, Numb.22.5, both Nun. 22. 5, 

nored for riding on an Alle, &c. Though tis poſſible, that many 

Branches of Sz/enw's ftorie may be referred to that of Balaam, 

yet I ſhould rather refer the main of it to Silo, Gen.49.10. ac- 

cording to that of Bochart (Can. lib,1.cap.18 fol.482.) The firff 

of Bacchus's companions « Silenus, whoſe fable took its original 

from the prophecie of Silo,Gen.49. 10, in a monſtrous manner de- 

torred &c, This may be farther evinced by what follows, of 

Pay, which ſome make the ſame with Silenws. _—_— 
F+ 3, That Pan, whom the Poets feign to be the God of >. md ba web 

Shepherds , was parallel to, and, astis preſumed, originally re! with the 

traduced from the Jewiſh Meſfias, ſited the Shepberd of 1ſrael, 7% Meſſan.* 

may be evinced from their parallel Names, Attributes, and 0ffi- 

ces. 1. As tor the origination of Pan, Bochart (Can. lib. 1. cap. 

18.f0l.483.) groundedly draws it from the Heb. 1? Pan, which 

fignifies ſuch an one as is ſtruck, or ſtrikes with aſtoniſhing fears, 

and #upifying terrors, as Pſal.88.16+ and the reaſon of this nota= 

tion is conſiderable: tor Pan being ſuppoſed to be one of Bac- 

chus's Commanders, is (aid to have ſent aſtoniſhing fears on all 


This ſeems to afude to the ſtorie of 1ſrae!'s being condutted in 
the wildernefle by Chri/f,the Shepherd of Iſrael, who caſt Pane 
nick fears on all their Enemies: according to that confeſſion 
of Rahab, Joſhua 2. 9, Tour terror is fallen upon us, &c, (0 v.24 74, x: 9, 
The inhabitants of the countrey do faint becauſe of us, The like ; 
Joſhua 5. 1. Their beart melted, neither was their ſpirit in them 7(b. 5.3. |. 

any more, becauſe of the children of Iſrael, 2. Pan is called alſo 

by the Latines, Sy/vanss: which ſome derive from Sylw#; but 0- 
ther, on more probable conjecture, make it the ſame with the p.n the /:me 
Greek Silenws,or $1/a5: and {0 in Scripture the ſame perſon, who it Sileawy” 

is called Sylvan, 1 T he. 1.1: is Riled Silas, At. 17:4 35 Gro- 4 
: : E tins, 
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194 Silenus, Pan, Faunus, and Satyrus, the ſame, B,z. 


tius,and Deodati, Now Silas is the ſame with S/lenus, from 
Par the ſang 7" Silo, or 1?'V Silaw, 3. That which makes this farther evi- 
mi) Tau. dent, 15 the identitie betwixt Pan and Faunus; which Bochart 
Can lib,1.cap. 18. aſſerts ia theſe words, © Faunus, amongſt the 
* Latines, is the ſame God, and of che ſame original with Par: 
© for 1\2 with ſome ſounds Fur. Thence Ovid, in Phedra, 
- Faunig, Bicornes 
Numine contalt as attonuere— 

And Bochart (Can.ltb, 1.cap.33,) affirmes, that many make 
Faunss to be the ſame God with Sylvanus, and both the fame 
with Pax: and then he addes, © And truely, Evander Arcas was 
*the firſt thar brought the worſhip of Faunus into Lativm, out 
« _* of Arcadia, where Pan was worſhipped. 4. Yea Voſiins de 
Iavlolatr.lib.1.cap-8. ſeems to make Satyrus the ſame with Pan, 
Sayrus the ſame > 2unu5, and Silenus: and the main difference he makes between 
Silenus, them is onely this; © That whereas Pan, Faunus, Silenus, and 
$ Satyrus, are all word Dezties, the name Satyrus is more general, 
« and uſually attributed to the younger; where3s that of Silenus 
© was given to the more ancient. That which makes for this 
affirmation is, that Pan, Faunus,Satyrus,and Silenwmeare all reck- 
oned as companions of Bacchus in his expedition. Bochart (Can. 
*h lib:1.cap.18-fol-483.) derives Satyr from V'VY Sair, which a» 
; monglt the Hebrews ſignifies both a Goat and Devil; (as Mai- 
monides) becauſe the Devil oft preſents himſelf in the forme of 

aGoat &c. Bur 
2, To paſle from names tothe thing it ſelf, Pan is ſaid to be 
an Egyptian God, who came up with Bacchw to fight againſt the 
Giant: So Dioaorus Sic Bibl.1. Uniothis God Pan the natives 
not onely erttt 7;inuam, Images in every Temple; but alſo they 
bave a citie in Thebais , which they call xiwus, [i.e Cham's citie, ] 
but interpret it, Nevis n+, the citie of Pan. By which it is evi- 
dent, that Paz was an Egyptian God, and, as we may preſume, 
the ſame with the Hebrew Meſſias, who conducted Moſes (the 
Egypiian Bacchus) and the Iſraelites out of Egypt, unto Cm 
; , rikiog 
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Ntriking rerrors into the Cananites, as before. That Pay, the ,, gun, 
God ot Shepherds, and thoſe many fabulous Attribute; and offi- 
ce:given unto him, were originally borrowed from the Few:ſb 
Meſiias, held torth in che old Teſtament under the Embleme of 
2 Shepherd, is proved at large by 7ackſon, in his diſcourſe of the 
Divine Autoritie of ſacred Scriptare, fol. 31. where he cites a re- 
lation out of Plutarch, touching the mourning of the Demoni- 
ack Spirits,for the death of their great Gad Pay, and the ceaſicg 
of all their 0racles thereupon: which was truely and onely veri- 
fiedin Chrit, whoſe death put a perivd to all Heathen 0racles, 
2S both ſacred and pagan ſtories relate. But to finiſh this Gene- 
alogie of Pan, Bochart (in the Preface to his Phaleg fol.2.) redu- 
ceth his original to Abel. © The Greeks (fates he) when they 7a 4521, 
© write of the fi:ſt Inventors of things, ſubſticute Pan the TA. 
© cadian unto Abel, the Prince of Paſtors,8&c, Sandford, de de- 
ſcenſu Chriſti 1,1.5.19. ſuppoſeth Pap to be the ſame with the 7» 1/raet. 
Patriarch Iſrael, or Jacob. His words are theſe: for Joſeph i that 1/rae! varriays 
old Ofyris wouriſhed by Pan, whom | conceive to be Iſrael, Dick. * vers fort 
enſon, Delph, Phenciz. cap. 4. makes Pen the ſame with Cham: Park. ex Sanf 
which he indeavors to prove from that of Diodor. Sicul. l. x. Pr Cham. 
where the ſame citie in Zgypr,which is called zuwe i-e.the citie of 
Cham, isinterpreted by the Natives, the citie of Pan, We need 
nor exclude either of theſe Parallels with Pax; becauſe we find 
that the Mythologiſts were, according to their different humors, 
very difforme and different in the application of their Fables. 
Oaly, I ſuppoſe, the great Pex, ſo much idolized by the Poets 
as the God of Shephera's, refers chiefly to the Jewiſh Meſſrs, the 
great Shepherd of Iſrael, as before, 

$ 4+ Wenow proceed to Prometheus, and his Genealogie, viumieaic. 
Names, and Attributes,with their paralielin ſacred ſtorie and per- Thezonie and. 
ſons, There is ſome difterence among Philslogiſts about the 70 = 
TraduiFionof Prometheus; ſome reducing him to Noah, others 
to Magoe, 7aphet's ſon: which controverſie may be, with much 
eale, reconcled, by taking in __ rednttions. For its certain 

that 
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that the old Mythologiſts were no way wniforme or conforme in 
the application of thoſe fables, they gleaned up in the Oriental 
parts. Therefore to begin-with thoſe who make Promctheus 
the ſame with Noah: as Yoſiius de Idololatr:lib.1.cap,18,pag,141. 
«© The Petriarch Noah (fates he) is adumbrated to us, not onely 
©n Satarne, butalſoin Prometheus, whole Feaſt is called at A4- 
* thens Necwiiecs, in which thereis a conteſt of Lamps, alſoan Al- 
*tar inthe Academie, on which the Lamps are wont to be 
© kindled in this Conteſt; as tis atteſted by Haypocration, &C. 
Thus Yoſfius. This Rite, conſecrated to Prometheus, I preſume, 
had its original Idea from the Lamps which burned in the Tem- 
Ple at Ier»ſalem,and from the fire on the 4!tar: whence alſo that 
fable of Promethcus's ſtealing fire from Heaven: (which may al- 
Jude to Elijah's praying for fire, which deſcended from Heas 
ven, cc.) Bur 3s to the parallel berwixt Prometheus and Noah, 
take theſe particulars. 1. As under Noah, ſo alſo under Prome- 
theus, the great Floud was (uppoled ro happen, So Diodorus, 
lib, I. 7 NeAor £291 xg ra%ay ons my T6 Alyurs &c, They ſay that Nie 
lus having broken down its bounds, overwhelmed a great part of 
Egypt, eſpecially that part where Prometheus reigned, which dc - 
ftroged the greateſt part of men in his Territorie, Whereas ſome 
may objeR, that this is meant onely of a particular Deluge in 
Eeypt , under Prometheus &c. Tis replied, that as the Grecians 
attributed the general Floud to Deucalzon, fo the Egyptians at- 
tributed the ſame to Prometheus, or, as Euſcbius, to Ogy2es, 
whereas all theſe fabulgns Deluges, were but broken Traditions 
of the real univerſal Deluge under Noah. And particularly, that 
this under Prometheus was the ſame with that of Noah, Yoſſius 
endeavors to prove from the notation of the name: for (ſaies he) 
Newndtve fignifies one who i ſo wiſe, as to foreſee evil; whereas on 
the contrary, emu is one, who ts too late, or after-wiſe: which 
agrees to Noah, whobeing divinely taught, foreſaw the floud, and 
h preſerved himſelf and his. 2. Prometheus is (aid to rebuild 
and reſtore human kind after the loud: which exaRly anſwers 
to 
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to Neah,the father of Man-kind,8&c. 3. Herodot: lib, 4. tels us, 
that Prometheus's wife was called Aſia. And indeed, Noah's 
wife wasno other than £4ſ64,or LA ſpatica, an Aﬀtatick, Bur 
whereas it may be objeed, that Prometheus is made to be the 
ſon of 7aperus, and therefore cannot be Noah, bur muſt be his 
Grandchild; Yoſrus replies, that tis no wonder, ifin Ages fo 
remote, polteritie miſcalled the Father and the ſon, and ſo con- 
founded one with t'other. \ Proton 

2. Bochart, to avoid this contradiftion, makes Prometheus tO ,.,,tet with 
be Marzo? the ſon of [apetus, or Faphet. So Bochart Phaleg lib, Mis: 
1.cap.2-fol, 11, alſo lib.3. cap.13. where he proves, that P7o- 
wetheus is the fame with AMagoe. 1. In that he is ſtiled the ſon 
of Tapetur; as Magoz was the ſon of 7aphes, 2. From the eating 
of Prometheus*s heart; which fable ſprang from the name 229 
Magog; which, being applied to the heart, implies its conſamti- 
0n, Or waſting away. 3. Prometheus is ſaid to have his ſeat, and 
ro lie in Caucaſus; becauſe Magog, and his poſteritie ſeated 
chemſclves there. 4. They fable, that fire and metals were in- 
vented by Prometheus, (as tormerly by Yulcan:) becauſe there 
are many ſubterraueous fires and metals in thele places. Sriliinge 
ficet; Orig.S. book 3. cap 5-8.9- &c tollows Bochart herein. 

&+ 5. From Prometheus we paſle to Neptune 5 which is in» Fs, 
deed aname rather appedative and common, than Proper. For aS jvc, # 
i ancient times, eſpecially before the Trojan wars, they ſtiled 
all illuſtrious Kings, Fuprter, andall renowned Captains, Mars, 
or Hercules,(o allo they called every Inſular Prince by rhename 
of Neptune: whence multitudes partook of one and the ſame 
name; which mace their charaFers and ſtories the more /abnlons 
and ambiguens: y et are we not without evident ideas and notices 
of their 7radudion, originally,from ſome ſacred perſon or flovie, 
as has been already demonſtrated by a large enumeration of 
particulars; which will tarther appear by the genealogte and forie 
of Neptune, who according to the general conſent of the Lear- 
ned, was originally ?aphet the ſon of Noah, For look, «5 the 
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memorie of Noah was preſerved in Saturne; and of Shew 
| ©1dc e112 7a. (whole poſteritie poſſeſſed the ſeptentrional and orieatal WT) 
pets 21% 2 . . . 
Tapher. $anif, 1M Pluto; and alſo of Cham (whoſe progenie ſeated in the Me- 
| Deſc, lor. S2, ridional, A/;4,& Africa) in Fupiter Hammon:(o alſo the memo- 
| rie and ſtorie of Faphet was continued in Neptune, as Philolg- 
_ "_ giſts generally accord, and that one theſe rational conjettares : 
*ixt Japhc: 1+ From the very name Neptune; Which Bochart derives from 
and Neptune, PNBI Niphtha, which belongs to Niphal, or the Paſſive Conju- 
gation ot IN2 Paths to enlarge; whence NE FZapher , accor- 
Ges. 9.27. dingtothealluſion of Noah Gen, 9.27, NE? 218 ND 7 aphy 
| Elohim lejaphet, i.e. God Jhall exlarge Faphct, Proportiona- 
roots of ble wherero Neptune was called by the Greeks nw; which 
Fake ſamc 0v5cj- Grammarians in vain attempt to deduce from the Greek 
'n4ti09 with 7a TONg ue ; (eeing , as Herodotus in Euterpe aſſures usz the name 
_ [lords , Was 41 firſt uſed by none, but the Libyans or Africans, 
who alwaies honored this God. Namely n+ or Nozeris is the 
ſame with the Punick 12'W2 Peſutan ; which ſignifies Expanſe 
or broad, from 9D Peſat to dilate,or expana, Whence it ap- 
pears, that nes» and Zaphet are Synonymous, and both derived 
from Radix's,fignitying Latitude: which well ſuits with Neptunc's 
Character; who is ſtiled wevred7or & weve late imperans and 12- 
L tiſonans ; as alſo iwvs#;& one that has a large breaſt, &c. See 
| more of this Bochart, Phaleg.lib.z.cap.1. 2, From the Cenea- 
logie of Neptune ; whom the 2/1thologiſts make to be Saturnes 
ſon ;, 2s Japhet was ſon to Noah, who paſled for Saturne. 
3. Neptune was fabled to be the Goa of the Sea, and Inſtrufor 
s Weptunethe Got 4" : : ” b 29s KEE 
$5 th: Sea, ſren Of Navigation , S0 Diodorws lib.5. mr 6 Gxrar $137 759 In Kejre 
| Fatbets poſſeſs Ping 14 warn ptoly 6s zghres erm ore Z apanmr 163ra bm Tal; xard Gahduny fs 
Fg the J{lan's, 329ies , 4 nee ovanl,a% aaa! F wn Thy nawics mavr'w 57 Kegve. 
&c. *The Cretenſes ſay , that amongſt other Gods borne of 
* Saturne and Rhea, Neptune firſt began to mannage the Aﬀeairs . 
| © of the Sea, andco inſtru for Navigation z he having obtat- 
x © ned this prefeRure from Saturne , whence it came to paſſe,thar 
© in after time the common Y ogue ſo ſar obtained, that what- 
© ever 


- 
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© ever was done at Se2, was faid to have. been in the power of 
« Neptune, and therefore the Mariners ſacrificed untohim. Thus 
Diodorus. All which ſeems: to have been taken up from the 
real ſtorie of Fapher, 8 his Poſteritie,their poſſeſſing the 1/ands 
i the midland Sea,Greece,8&&c- So Bochart Phaleg lib. 1. cap.2. 
© Zaphet ((aies he) paſſed tor Aeptune the God of the Sea ; be- 
© cauſe his portion was in the Ilands and Peninſules. In the Ilands 
© are Britannie,lreland,Thule,Crete,Sicilie,Sardinia,Corſica, Ba- 
© /eares, &c. Inthe peninſules are Spain,/talie,Greece, Aſia mi- 
nor, &c. S0 Lattantins de falſa Relig. l.1-c.11. Allthe ma- 
ritime places with the Hands ,belonged unto Neptune, &c, This 
ſuits with Plato's origination of Neptunes Greek name z who 
(ig his Cratylus ) deriverh loom SSre,mteg m Gomv Saxca , from his 
giving drink, i-e. the Seaand Water unto all: which argues thus 
much, that they looked on Nepruneas the God of the Sea, and 
that in alluſion co Fphers poſſeſſing the maritime parts of 

Euxope, ©. 
4+ Neptune was alſo called ir74 Equeſtris: which is thus 
explicated by Diodorws lib, 5, where having ſpoken of Nep- 
tune as God of the Sea, he addes. =gais)91 #* fond, 2 375% Fan 
PP"... aan, £ Thy emonulw 1474S Gta TU 74% Tha imTTialu, Ty 1s 
*[n7wy durts are, © They adde alſo this of Neptune, that he 
* was the firſt that tamed horſes; and that the Science of 
* Horſemanſhip was firſt delivered by him z whence he was ſti- 
* Iedizr»@& 2 good horſeman, This alſo Yoſſius applies to Fapher: 
(Yoſſins de Idolo) lib. 1.cap 15. pag118,) his words are theſe: 
« Zaphet had for his portion the Medicerranean lands, and the 
© European continent : wheretore his poſteritie had need -of a 
* twofold Science, 1. Of Nautick,to dire them in their Navi 
© o0ation, 2. Ot Horſemanſhip to condut themſelves in thoſe 
*rude and wild countries,thorow which they were to paſſe into 
* the Northerne and Weſterne parts of Europe» This I con» 
© jecture was the cauſe why Neptune, whom I interpret Zaphes , 
* was made to be the God of Nautick Science and ſea Aﬀeairs, as 
7 —_ allo 
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alſo of Horſemanſhip, e&#c. But touching the Parallel 'twixt 
aphet and Neptune, (ee more Bochart Phaleg.11b.3.cap.1. 

8. 6. As for the Theogonie of Fanw and his parallel ; if 
we conſider him hiſtorically, and according to the Mytholo- 
vie of the Poets, ſo he reters to the ſtorie of Noah, or favan, 
That which inclines ſome to make him Parallel with Noah, 
is 1. The cognation of his Name,with the Hebrew '” jain wine; 
whereof Noah was the firſt Inventor , according to Yeſſius. 
Again, 2. 74zus was pictured with a double forhead 5 becauſe 
he ſaw a double world, thit before and after the Floud: as 
Noah, 3. As the beginning and propagation of mankind , 
after the Floud, was trom Noah; (o alſo they aſcribe the begin- 
nings of all things unto fans : whence the entrance to an houſe 
is called by the Romans, 7anx4; and the entrance to the year 
Januarie- Whence ſome make the name Xiſythrus , given by 
the Aſſyriars to Noah,(as in the ſtorie of the Floud Book: 3.chap. 
6. 8. 4) to ſignifie an entrance or door, from ''! ziz a poſt or 
threſhold of a door ; as Yoſſius. 4. Latium, where Janw's (cat 
was, (whence part of old Rome was Called Janzcyle) was called 
Ocnotria. Now %nruraiz comes from %v3 Wine. Thus much 
tor Tanus's parallel with Yoah, Others reter the origination 
(both name and perſon)of Jeyns to Javan the ſon of J aphet,the 
parent of the Europeans. For 1. \)* Javan is much the ſame with 
Janus, 2, T hence that of Horat l.1-3.Jep#1i Genur,So off, 1dol.h.2. 
c.16. Janus's name taken hiſtorically 1s the contr:& of Favaen. 

7. To Janus we might ſubjoin ./£0/us,the God of the winds 
and King of the « Zoliar 1ands , with notices of his Traduction 
from the Phenicians and Hebrews, But we ſhall touch only on 
his name, which ſeems to be a good key or Index to decipher 
his ſabulows Office. This table of e/£0/us, the God of the winds, 
1s {uppoſed to have been firſt brought into Greece by Homer, 
who had it from the Phenicians; with whom 7V aol ( as the 
Greek 4ne) ſignifizs a forme or tempeſt : which the Chaldee 
Paraphraſe more tully expreſſeth by ? YYP alot: and the - 
£30545 
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eolus is thought, by the Phenicians, to be the King 12) 
aolin ot Tempeſts : as Bochart Can lib.1.cap.z3.fol 658, 

$- $. Having diſcourſed, at large, touching the chief of the deſes of _— 
Grecian God;, and their Trad#u7F10n trom the ſacred Oracles 5 WE cian andHebrew 
ſhall briefly touch on ſundry of their Godatſſes, and their deri- ea  . 
vation from the ſame ſacred fountain, 1. Noah is called Gen.29, Cr 
20, MIIRNNUR 4 husband of the earth, i. &. a husband man. 
Whence the Mythologiſt; made Saturne, i.e. Noah, the husband 
of Rhea,i.e. the Earth. Some derive Res, by an eaſy an2gram- 
matiſme, from Era. So Sanford Deſcens. l.1. $.26. *The 
©Greeks refer Era. (Heb, VN eres.) 1.e, the Earth, unto the 
© number of their Gods : by what ceremonie? Namely accor- 
© ding to the old Grammarian rule, changing Era into Rea. 
© After the ſame manner CMer began to be Hers : for this ori- 
gination #5; "Hes We have from Plato. T ſhouldrather derive 


"Hes from the Chaldee NV'T Hera, Libera, which was Juno her 


name; whence alſo N17 Cora, or Hora, and Ceres as before, 
C.2.5.1, & C.5.5.1.&c. 

2. As for Minerva; Voſlins ( de Tdololatr. lib, 1: cap. 17.) :, Minerva. 
makes her to be the ſame with Naamah, T»balcains ſiſter, Gen, 
4-22, Her name 3y*« Stephanus makes to be Phentcian 
oye 1 Alive zam exirexcy: Which Bochart derives from 12N to move 
war; whence the Oncean Gates at Thebes. The fable of xiner- 
va her being borne out of Jupiter: head, they generally refer to 
the generation of Chriſt, the Divine wiſdome, 

3+ Ceres is by Bochart ſubſtituted, and made parallel to Adam, 
or Cain, the firſt riſlers of ground. 4. Niobe is by ſome made 4. wiote, 
the ſame with Zo*s wife, who w:s turned into a pillar of Salt, i.e. 
of Su/phureom, bitumenows, and ſa'ty matter; wherein ſhe was 
partaker of Sodom: judgement , which overtook her: whence 
the fable of Nibe , her being turned into a pillar of ſtone, 
&c. 5: As for the Sirenes, ( which according to the fable 
were 1n number three, partly Virgins, partly Birds, whereof one 
ſung with voice , the other by pipe; and tother by Aarpe ) 

| Bochars 
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Bochart (Can.lib. 1,cap,28.) makes the name to be purely Phe- 
nicjan,or Hebrew; in which tongue "'& Sir, ſignifies a ſong, 
(whence Solomon's Song of ſongs,) thence 1” Siren, a ſinging 
monſter, &c. 6. As tor Juno, & ana, from T, thence allo 
CITI &Cc. we have fully hancled them before, 
F18Þ «Zo 

T 9. Thus much for the Theogonie of the Grecian and 
Romas Gods , and Goddeſies, which will receive farther evidence 
from what follows touching the Genealogie of the Phenician 
and Egyptian Gods, For that the former were but the product 
of the later, is evident. Thus Sandford de deſcenſul.r. $.6.*We 
© may not fetch che names of the Gods from the Grecians, but 
© from the Phenzcians or Egyptians. It remains therefore that 
< we treat of the Aporheoſis of the Barbarian names , which a» 
© mong thole Ancients had not one and the ſame origination, 
* Foreither ſomething was coined out of forrein letters, the 
© name being relinquiſht: or the name,together with the thing, 
© was traduced unto ſome myſteries of Keligion, This again 
< was accompliſhe two manner of waies z either when a forrein 
© Name, (ſo far as the nature ofthe Tongue would admit it) the 
© right order ofthe Letters being relinquiſht, was referred unto 
* the Gods; or elſe the Letters being tranſpoſed or changed, a 
© new name was compoſed our of the old; which thence, accor- 
*ding to the ſame laws of Tongues, was inveſted with the Rite 
© of tome Deitie. Thus all thoſe appellations of the Gods, which 
© Greece borrowed from the Barbarians, may be digeſted into 
© 3ranks. 1. Either they flow from the (ole explication of Na- 
* ture; as from LA baddon Iprang CA poliony or it you will rather, 
© according to the ſacred Phraſeologie, Apoiuon: or 2, from the 
* »ronunciation ofthe name; thus from 7aphet was made 7aperss: 
« or laſtly from an Enallaxs of the Letters, according to which 
© forme it is as clear as the light, that from Adamah firſt ſprang 
Hadam, and hence, Haden. Thus Sandford of the origination 
ot the Grecian Gods from the Egyptian, Phenician, or Hebrew 
names. See more of this Chap.7. $+12+ Cuar, 
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" CHAO. VI. 


The Theogonie of the Phenician and Fgyptian Gods 
with their Hebrew origination, th 


Baal from V2, and Bel from NN El, Beelſamen from 02 
D'2Y, Beelzebub, 2 King. 1, 2. IM WI, Bail Peor, pf. 
106.28, Numb.25.1,2,3- Moloch the: ſame with Baal. Adra- 
melech ad Anamelech. 2 King.17.31. Eſa. 39-33, Topher 
and Gehinnom, whence ris, The Samothracian Cabiri, 
Phenician Gods. Eu from P'S God's name , Pſ. 119. 137. 
Cabici from 22, Axieros VN "IN. Axiokerſos from 
("PINE Cadmilus from PN2MN, the miniſter of God. 
Eliun from V7), God's name. Bny3 from V2, Fgd.8. 33, 
Plautus's Pznulus: Alonim &c. from Gen.14.19. Illus from 
*X El; whence alſo 311% , and Heliogabalus. *81u9du frons 
D'MIN Elobtm. Dan/as from PNIV2, Gen.28.18, The Fgy p=- 
tian Gods, their original Hebrew. Apis, 4 ſyw»bol of Jolephs 
ſo Serapis, from IN, Gen 45.8. Oliris the ſame with Moſes or 
Adam, s Ifis with Eve, from Iicha. Maevis the ſame with 

* Joſepb. of Orus, Remphan, &c. The Metamorphoſes of the 
Gods in Egypt. The cauſes of Mythologick Theologte. 


. ; 3 the Phenician 
we now paſſe on to the Oriental Gods, with endeavors Gods Hebraicks | 


todemonſtrate how their Genealogie, Names, and Attributes, 

received their cerivation trom the ſacred Language and Oracles; 

We ſhall begin with the Phenician Gods, which were the firſt, 

if got as to time, yet as to dignitie, whence the Grecians tradu- 

ced the chieteſt of their Gods. And amopgſt the PheniciaMGod;, 2 Bi! from | 
the chief was Baal, Bel, or Belus, concerning which there is Fd £l. 
ſome difference among(t — yet all unanimouſly con- 

C 


cur 


£, 1-4 Aving gone throiigh Heleniſme,or the Grecian toyyle, 7" Tlcormicaf | 


{ 


194 The Theogonie of Baal-Hebraicki B.2. 


* Curin this, that its origination was from ſome Hebrew and ſacred 


Bs/. 2,16,17. 


name; which will evidently appear from the notation thereof. 
Damaſcius,in the life of 1ſidore, mentioned by Photius, tels us, 
on boiptaus x, Evect nv Kegrer "Ha, x, Ba, & Boxed lwimvoyaZ un: The Pheni* 
cians and Syrians call Saturne El, Bel, and Bolathen. Vſſius 
makes Bel the contraQt of Beel, from "V2 Baal, the Lord, which 
name belonged or7ginaly ro God,as it appears from Hoſea 2.16, 
17. But Servius, 0n Virgil, ſuppoſerth Bel to come of RS 1, 
Gods name; whence the Greck "14x El, and the Digamma being 
added, via" Bel, and ſo Belws. Bochart, ina perſonal conference 
he favored me with, gave me a good conciliation of theſe two 
Opinions, by affirming, that there was originally a twofold Be- 
Iu, the one Aſſyrian, trom Bia, Heb. ?2,originally 2, the 4/- 
fyrian God; whence Nimrod, the firſt of the £Aſſyrian Monar- 
chie, was called Belus: the other Belzs was a Phenician, from 
2Y2 Baal, the Phenician God, whence 1thotaal, King of Tyre,and 
?ezabel his daughter; as alſo many of the Phenician Kings, who 
were called Bel. Tis truez Bochart makes the Phenician 2/2 
Baal, to have had its original from the firſt Phenician King of 
that names bur yet I conceive it not improbable, bur chat the 
firſt Phenician King, might be ſo called trom their Gods name 
7V2 Baal, which was the title they gave the Sun, from h's office, 
en.1,16. as he was reputed the Lord of Heaven: or elſe, which 
ſeems moſt probable, we may ſuppoſe the Phenicians to have 
had various ="V> Baalim, ſome ſupreme, which they tiled 
D155 Pune £4 Say 2785, natural and immortal Gods, (uch were the 
Sun and Moon: others, which they ſiled $i; 3:13, mortal Gods, 
Viz, the ſouls of their great Heroes and Kings. As for the for= 
mer ſupreme natural Gods, they called the Sun Baa!, and the 
Moon Baalts or Belts, that is, in the Scripture language, the 
uten of Heaven, As for the mortal or made Baalim, they 
were td other than the Souls of their chicf Heroes, or Princes, 
which after their death received an m3, or Deification; and 
{0 became a kind of midling Gods , or Mediators betwixt the ſu- 
preme 
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preme Gods and men, ( which the Greeks called /4/uory; Demons) 
whereot we find frequent mention in Scripture as Jud. 10. 6: 73, $,1ave 
a3. The Phenicians ſtiled their ſupreme Baal RW 25 Baal Bail ſtile Beeks 
Samen. So Sanchoniathon, according to the Verſion of Philo! *** 
'Byblius,in Euſebins prepar lib.1.cap.7. Avyudy di jwoune? mis 1,6 

£23 084340 vs KEgVES To3; mY #Aer* Tammy £2,017, $225 grow? 8? 1200 5 $2207 252190 
Peratulw xergrns * A drought happening, they lift up their hands 

*to heaven,tothe Sun, For this (lies Sanchoniathoz) they 2c- 
*count the only God; calling him Be/ſamen, the Lord of 
Heaven. Beelſamen here, according to Philo Byblims's expli- 
cation, is in the Phenician Tongue 12 WI beelſamen 1. e. 

the Lord of Heaven: whence Philo Byblius immediately ſub- 
joins. 3? rags goiviti wii ears which i in the Phenician Tonene, 
Lord of heaven. To which he addes : 2eus 48 #4 pg, Ang , bat 

#n the Greek tonent, he i zeus Jupiter. So that Belſamen is the 
ſame with 28 *0azun® Jupiter Olympin:. So Yoſdius, de Idolol. 
lib.2.Cap. 4s © This (ſaies he) we may confirme from the He- 

* brew Tongue, whichdiffers in cialeR only from the Phenict. 

© an, For what the Phenicians pronounce Bee!ſamen, the He- 

© brews write EV 72 baal Schamaim, i. es Lord of heaven &c. 
Thusalſo Bochart(Can.lib.1.cap.42.) And indeedall this tou- 
ching Be!ſamen, Sanchoniathon ſeems to have evidently traduced 
from that funftion or Office , which God had laid on the Sun, 
mentioned Gey. 1: 16. the greater light to rule the day as Pal. 
136.8, 

&. 2. This Pheniclan God Beelſamen , the Jew: called Beel- .,, Thegr19le 
zebub,aS2 King.1.2. Baalzebub the God of Ekron. Concerning  8./:e-s, 
the Etymon of Baalzebub , various are the conjeiFures of the * 194% 142 
Learned, The additament 2'2! zebub (ignifies a flie: whence 
ſome think it was added by the 7ews in a way of opprobium, or 
ſcorney as if one ſhould ſay, rhe Lord of 4 flie, It is moſt pro- 
bable, that this name Bee/zebub was given this 1dol God, not by 
the Accaronites or Phenicians , but by the Jews ; and that from 
a great contempt and juſt hatred of the Accaronitick 1dolatrie. 
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Yea /'ſſizs ( de Idolol, lib.2. cap.4.) following the conjecture 
of learned Fof. Scaliger herein, thinks that this name Beelzebub 
was curtaild by the Jews z who, by an eaſy mutation, turned the 
Accaronitick name (according to Scaliger ) ©'NAT 22 bavl zeba- 
him, the Lord of Sacrifices , into the contemptuous Title of 
2121 "V2 paal zebub, the Lord of flies, i.e. a God that regarded 
only flicr;, or that could not drive away the flies , by reaſon of 
their multicude, from theSacrifices. This nameBeelzebob is, inthe 
NewTeſtament,changedinto 1#+{:Ce1 Bee/z2bul.2\2T being made 
227 zebul, for greater contempt ſake: for 221 ſignifies dung or 
abominable, by which name the Gentile Gods are charafterized, 
2 King.23-24. whence this name rz4a742 is inthe New Teſta- 
ment applied to the Prince of the Devils : as indeed this Accas 
ronitick Beelzebub was the chiet of their 74o!s. Hence alſo Hel 
w3s by the Greeks called 4ccaron, according to that of the poer 
Acheronta movcbo ; becauſe Bee!zebub the Prince of thoſe De. 
on 7dols,was God of Accaron,as Acde and Bochart, The like 
Glaſtins (11b.4.Grammat.S.Tratt.3-0bſerv,q,) * The name Bag}. 
© zebub 2.Kin.1,2. which in the New Teſtament is written &:, 
*/464, B being changed into L. Mat.12.24, Luk.tt,15.refers 
©ro the Idol of Ekron, and ſignifies the Lord of a flie.or flies ; 
© peradventure becauſe it was thought to drive away thoſe per. 
£ nicious flies which infeſted the Ekroniciſh countrey,as Hercules 
© was ſtiled wpr-»{«» , from his driving away Locuſts, and Apollo 
© ume, from diſperſing the Phrygian mice, -The Jews tra- 
«* duced the name of this Idol to expreſſe the Devil by, and 
© moreover changed Beelzebub into Beelzebul, which ſignifies 
the Lord of dung. See more of this in Selden de Diiſ. Syrum 
Syntag-2.p.211. That Beelzebub was the ſame with Beelſamen 
&c.See Awen de 1dolol.lib.5.c.5. 

& 3. This Phenician,Baal paſſed amongſt the Moabites and 
Midianites uncer the Name of Baal Pror, So Numb. 25.2,3,6, 
P(al. 105,28. Hoſ. 9.10, WP WI gaal peor, which the LXX 
render B%ageg4;} He was called Baa/peor from the mountain 

E Peer, 


— " 
——_ 


Om — 


O— 


C.7. The Theogonie of Baal Peor Elebraick. 197 


Peor, where he was worſhipped as Num. 23. 28, So Apollina- pſ4.106.18, 
ris (Catena patrum Grecornm) on Pſa.106 28. And they were 
joined to Baal peor J"Erfurcr N 75 Bath Gs 390 gtyars EMALvic, 54 Bea 
Ba inownTun 3s pay #2) # Kofrce: The Tdol of Baadl i inthe place of 
Peor z but the Greeks call Baal Belus, whom they affirme alſo to 
be Seturne, Joſeph Scaliger makes BaalPeor to (ignifie the 
ſame with 4a B-zrra7:r Thundering Jupiter. Ferom On Ho. 9. 
lib.2. tels us, that Baa! pror the 1dol of the eMoabites, is the 
ſame with Priapws, So 1/;dorws Orig: lib.8.cap.11- © Baalpeor 
<(ſaies he) is interpreted an image of ignominie z for it was 
e an Idol of Moab, firnamed Baal, on the mount of Peor, which 
« the Latins call Priapss, the God of Gardens, &c, That this 
Baal peor was the ſame with the Grecian Priapus, ſeems evident 
by their parallel ſacrifice: and worſhip, For, as fornication was 
a main piece of worſhip,they performed to their laſcivious God 
Priapu:, (0 we find the ſame performed to Baal peor,even by the 
Iſraelites. So Numb.25.1. Iſrael is ſaid to commit whoredom y,m.+5.1,2.3; 
with the daughters of Moab : which is explicated v. 2. by bowing 
down to their Gods ]. i. e. in a way of fornication : whence*ris 
ſaid verſ. 3. Iſrael joined himſelf to Baal por] i. e. worſhipped 
him by fornication, We have it expreſſed inthe ſame manner , 
Pſal. 106.28, By,joining th:mſclyes to Baal peor, is ment their 
worſhipping him by forn!cation: and by eating the ſacrifices of 
the dead we muſt underſtand ( with £1uftiz on this place ) 
their ſacrificing to dead men, as to God's or Baalim, They wore 
ſhipt Baal peor, their chief God , (which YVoſius makes to be the 
Sun) by fornication and ſacrifices: or elſe we may refer theſe [a- 
crifice: of the dead to thoſe they performed totheir inferior Bag- 
lim , which were but ſome noble Heroes or Princes ; who after 
their death were deifyed , and ſo became midiing Gods or Me- 
diaters;z aselſewhere, But thus much for Baal peor, concerniog 
whom, ſee more Yoſeius de lavlolatr. lib.2:C.7, 

&+ 4+ The Phenician Baal paſſed amongſt the LAmmonites Mo'ach amongfi 


under the name of Moloch, from 2 Melek, the King. So the Ama 
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TAE 11-7- x King. 11, 7. Moloch is fliled the Abomination of Ammon, 
Lev, 20.2,3.4, Which v. 5. is [tiled Milcom, &c. So Lev.18. 21. Lev. 20.2,3, 
F-, _4,5.2 KingS23.10, Thus Amos, 26. with the parallel, Ac. 
And £310: 7.43- we nd mention of the Tabernacle of Myloch; where 1uni- 
46. 7-4; mus and Tremelius (ubjoin this exegetick Note: You have mini- 
ſtredin ſhew in the Tabernacle of the Living God, but you have 
worſhipped really Mfoloch, the God of the Ammonites, (which by 
Jour impictie you have made yours)and other Geas of the Heathens, 
Synecdochically, This Cod of the Ammonites the Prophet, in this 
place onely, mentions, becauſe the Ammonites being their neigh- 
bors, he would more ſharply ſtrike at their Idolatrie. Tarnovius 
ſaies, that the Aﬀixe in 52972 nates , that the Iſraelites fra- 
med an Iaol proper to themſelves, according to the forme of the 
Ammonitick Idol. See more Glaſſius Gram. $.1:ib 4. Tra. 3. 0+ 
ſerv.17. (pag. 867.eait.2*.) That Molochis the (ame with Ba- 
al or Belus, appears 1- from the parallei import of the names: 
for as Baal fignifies Lord, ſo Moloch King. 2. We fiad them 
alſo both joined in one word, Malech Belns, i.e. Lord King, 
3. Their identitie is farcher evident from che image of Moloch; 
which conſiſted of 7 conclaves, relating to the Sun, Moon, and 5. 
Planets; anſwerable to that of Baa#. 4- Badl and Afoloch had alſo 
the ſame reference: for as Baal paſſed for the Sun and Saturn, 
ſo Moloch. 5, Their 1dentitie is farther apparent from the ſame- 
nes of their worſhip. So Owen (de 1dololatr. lib. cap. 7.) That. 
Molech ({aies he) & the ſame with Baal, ſeems tobe evident from 
the ſamenes of their worſhip: for they ſacrificed alſo their ſons to 
Bazl ard that in the valley of Hinnom, as ſer.7.31, &c. As for 
the worſhip performed to Moloch, we have a general account 
thereof in the Scriprures above named; namely,that rhe Parents 
in honor of this Idol God, were wont to traduce their children 
through the fires This Traduttion, as Veſſins(de 1dolo lib.2.cap.y.) 
will have it, was nota burning of them, but februation, i.e. pur- 
gation of them; or a certain kind of expiation, whereia the chil- 
drea were led or drawn by the Pr:effs,or parents,through a ſpace 
between 
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between twogreat fires, &c. This he concetves is the meaning 
_ of all theſe Scriptures which mention #heir paſſing through the 
fire, not their combuſtion. Though he denies not, but that, be- 
fides this kind of Februation, there were alſo expiations made 
by burning of perſons in times of calamtie,&c. This explicati- 
on of that Learned man ſeems not to aaſwer fully the mind and 
import of thoſe Scriptures, which mention the ſacrificing their 
children to Molech: for Pſal. 106.37, 38. tis ſaid, they ſacrifp- FI. 1096.37.39. * 
ved their ſons and daughters to Devils, and ſh:4 innocent bloud, 
the bloud of their ſons &c. Unto Moloch we may refer the Gods 
of Sepharvajim, Adramelech, and Anamelech;, to whom alſo 4dramtech and 
they burned their ſons, as 2 King. 17- 31, Adramelech, from CA —— 
TN VRSe ſionifies the great and valiant Moloch,or King. IN + 
Aaair is an attribute given unto God, which ſignifies properly 
potent, valiant, great, excellent, as Plal,93 4 Anamelech im- 
perts the orac/e,or anſwer of Moloch: for VV implies an anſwer. 
Or elſe it may be derived from th? CMrabick '2Y, which ligni- 
fiesrich, as Voſſ lib.2,c.5. Bochart (Can. lib.1,cap-28.fol. 584.) 
tels os, © that Agdranus is the name of a Syrian or Phenician God, 
*as the Compound Aara-melech, 2 King, 17. 32. which Idol, 
* ſome of the Hebrews make to have the efrgies of a Mule,others 
*ot a Peacock. This Adramelech ſignifies a magnifick King, &C. 
I ſhall conclude this of Moloch, with that acconnt I find of him 
in Bochart, (Can,l:bg1.cap.28.fol-528.) * Tophet, amongſt the 
© Hebrews, is NIV WR the fire of Gehinnom, i. &, the valley of 746; 17. 6; 
* Hinnem, or Hell, as they take it Job. 17.6. and Eſa.30-33. the £/«- 30. 33» 
«tranſlation being taken trom the valley of Tophet, which is al- 
©lo Gehinnom, in which they were wont to caſt their children a» 
{live into the hire, in honor of their Idol Moloch, as 2 King. 23. , ;;,, .. wg; 
*10.2nd Jer.7.31-32. which cuſtome the Phenicians uſurped be- Fr. 7. ky TA 
© fore Moſes's time; as it appears Levit.1$.2 1. Deut. 18.10. and 
* the Carthaginians reteined this impious ſuperſtition evenunto 
Hannibal's time. Thus Bochart. The Sanetivad 
S. 5- Amongſt the Phenician Gods we may reckon the ci Cabin, | 
: —Y - four Phenican 
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deration of fin in the Decree of Reprobation ; and they both 
make the Decree of Reprobation in it ſelf abſolute : for the Sub. 
lapſarians make fin only a commun condition of the corrupt 
Maſſe, not diſtinttve or diſcriminative of Reprobates from the 
Elet; as Davenant, Animadverſ. on Gods Love, p. 84. proves, 
That the Supralapſarians charge rot Gods Reprobation with manz 
deſtru&ion;, Though he himſclf goes the Sublapſarian way. Bur, 
[37] Here lics the bitter root of this forged lmputation affixed 
on us by our Adverfaries, that they conſider the Decree of Re. 
probation as an act of Divine Juſtice, which regards the object 
as already conitituted, and not the conſtitution thereof, This 
is incomparably wel obſerved by judicious Davenant in his an. 
ſwer to Hoxrd, Animadverſ. p. 229. * For tnoſe Inferences there- 
« fore, That if abſolute Reprobation be granted, God may be properly 
© called a Father of Crucltie, Smaaver, | marvel how he trembled 
© ro thinke of them, and how he never trembled to utter them. 
© That wherein he perpetually is miſtaken, is, the making of 
© Non-eleCftion or Negative Reprobation a Vindrcarive att, the 
© confounding it with the judicial Sentence of Damnation , the 
© conceiving It to worke in the Non-elect an invincible neccſlitie 
© of committing Sin, with ſuch like monſtrous fanſies, which he 
© takes for Principles needing no proof, whereas they are ſuch 
© proſe errors as need no confutation. (2) The ſecond part of 
the Objection, which ſuppoſcth rhe bleſſed God to threaten and 
puniſh Sin with eternal torments, and yet irreſiſtibly to predetermine 
and impel men therennto, has been ſufhciently refuted in what pre- 
cedes, $. 1. and indecd throughout this whole Diſcourſe, and wil 
alſo come under conſideration in what follows. 

4. Our Adverſarics charge alſo our Hypotneſts with a Repvg- 
nance to the Santtitie and Puritie of the Divine Nature, in that, 
by aſſerting Gods predeterminative Concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of 
Sin, we make the att of fin to be wel-pleaſing to God, This objeQt- 
on is greatly aggravated by a Reverend Divine among our ſelves, 
who 1h the confutation of Tw:/ſe, argues thus: If God willeth 
that ſin exiſte by his Permiſſion, (1) Hemwilleth Sin, Yea, (2) God 
wils ſin as mich as man. Yea, (3) This makes Ged equally to wil 
Sin and Holineſs. Yea, (4) Then God tahgs complacerce im Sin, 
Anſwer. Theſe are high charges indeed, and if they could be 
made good againſt ns, we ſhould not deſerve protection from 
any wel-governed Kingdome or State: for what more _ 
iltent 
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ſiſtent with civil Government, than to make the Supreme ReCtor 
and Governor of Mankind cqually to wil Sin and Holineſſ ? But 
theſe Calumnics and Reproches are not of yeſterday, but have 
been time out of mind imputed to the aſlertors of Efficacious 
Concurſe, and therefore we have been more Jarge in the refu- 
ting of them, F. 1, of this Chapter. Thus Bradwardine, De Cauf. 
L. 2.c. 28. p. 572. © When it is argued, faith he, that the ſinful 
* act doth pleaſe God Wel, (1) The Adverbe Wel may determine 
the Verbe to pleaſe God, in regard of the Divine complacenee, 
*and ſo there is no dout, but that as the evil Act [entitatively 
© conſidered? doth pleaſe him, fo it is highly wel-pleaſing to him : 
* or (2) in regard of the Act that is wel-pleaſing ; and that either 
© in regard of the ſubſtance of the act, or in regard of its vitio- 
fire: [11] If we regard the act naturally, ſo it's true, that it is 
© wel-pleaſing to God, butif we regard it morally, ſo it's falſe. 
£27 If we regard the w4:e/itie of the act, fo it 1s not properly 
© effefted by man, nor yet by God, it being not properly an 
© effect, but pure Privation only. An acute and excellent De- 
ciſion of this Controverſic, were not the minds of men caten 
out with Prejudices ; the ſum whereof is this, The At of fin en- 
titatively and ſubſtantially conſidered is naturally good, and ſo 
wel-plcaſing unto God, the Author of Nature; yet if we conſider 
it morally in regard of its Vitiolitie, fo it is infinitely diſpleaſing 
to God. This is as a Key to open the dore to a more ful ſolu- 
tion to al objections againſt us : ſo that at preſent we need ſay 
no more than this, that our Hypotheſis is. no more obnoxious 
to theſe aſperſions, than that of our Adverſaries. Is not the Di- 
vine Sanctitie as illuſtrious in Gods predetermining to the ſub- 
ſtrate mater of Sin, as if we held only with our Adverſarics an 
immediate previous concurſe thereto ? Are not thoſe very Adts, 
which are morally evil as to the Sinner,both naturally and morally 
good astoGod ? Suppoſe he predetermine to the cntitative act of 
ſin, yet muſt we thence neceſſarily conclude,that he predetermines 
men to fin formally conſidered ? Muſt not the ſinful qualities of al 
moral effects be imputed to the ſecond particular caule, and not to 
the firſt univerſal cauſe ? It's true, the Sinner comes ſhort of the 
Divine Law, and therefore ſins, but doth God come ſhort of 
any Law? Has not his Wil the ſame Rectitude which his Nature 
is inveſted with, and therefore whatever he wils mult be right 


and holy, even becauſe he wils it ? The fin which he governs, 
is 


is it not only ſin in regard of the Creatures wil, not in regard 
of his wil ? It is confelit, that God and the Sinner concur to the 
ſame ſinful a&t materially conſidered ; but yet is their Concurſe 
the ſame? Yea is there not morally an infinite diſtance between 
the one and the other? Doth Sin as to Gods Concurſe, include 
any more than a natural act, which is in regard of God and the 
conducibilitie it has to his glorie morally good ? but doth it nor, 
asto mans Concurſe, ſpeake moral vitiolitie? Again, what doth 
Gods permiſſion of ſin implie, but a natural or judiciary Nega- 
tion of that Grace he is no way obliged to give? But doth not 
ſin as to the ſinner denote a moral privation or deficience of 
that reCtitude which ought to be in his act ? Is there any thing 
in the world purely, ſimply, and of it ſelf ſinful, without ſome 
ſubſtrate mater naturally good ? What reaſon therefore can our 
Adverſaries allege, why God may not predetermine the wilto 
the ſaid ſubſtrate mater, without prejudice to his SanCtitie ? 

ObjeR.3. From $. 3. We deſcend now to a third objection taken from the 

Ges rard, Word of God, both Preceptive and Promiſſive, which divine Pre- 
determination of the wil to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin, doth, ac- 
cording to the Antitheſis of our Adverſaries, render :ſeleſſe, im- 
poſſible, yea col'uſive and unſincere, For ſay they, Gods Precepes, 
Promiſes and Comminations, whereof mans Nature 3s capable, ſhould 
be al made Impertinences, through his conſtant overpowering thoſe 
that ſhould neglet# them. _ 

x." Preceptive. 1. As to Gods Laws and Prohibitions they urge, That our 
Hypotheſis renders them altogether uſeleſſe, yea naturally and ſimply 
impoſſible. This they exaggerate with many fine words and rhe- 
toric flouriſhes, which are the beſt armes they have to defend 
their declining cauſe with. But having God and Truth, though 
naked and fimple, on our ſide, we no way dout but to ſtand 
our ground again{t al their fiery, or venimous darts. And in 
anſwer to the ſt part of their Objection from the Impoſlibilitie 
of divine Precepts and Prohibitions, we anſwer, (1) That our 
Adverfaries greatly pleaſe themſelves in their falſe ſophiſtic 
Ideas and Notions of what is poſſible, or impoſſible, which we 
have endeavoured to clear from that ambiguitie and confuſion, 
Chap. 1. $.4. with endeavors to explicate what is poſlible and 
what impoſſible to corrupt Nature, as to divine Commands. 
(2) Weare to know, that the Laws of God in their Second Edi- 

tion were primarily intended to ſubſerve the ends of the Goſpel 

| as 
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as to the heirs of Salvation, to whom they are by Grace in an 
Evangelic way made poſlible. The Law is faid to be given in 
and by the hands of the Mediator, s. e. to ſubſerve his ends, 
which principally regard the Elect. (3) Yet we grant, that 
the Law is alſo of great uſe even unto Reprobates, [17 In that 
it lays a great reſtraint on them, not only as to wicked ations, 
but alſo as to lults in ſome meaſure, as Exed. 34. 24. The Au- 
toritie and Majeſtie of Divine Precepts, backed with many ſe- 
vere Curſes, leaves a great awe and reſtraint ſometimes on the 
moſt debaucht ſpirits, and ſo keeps their luſts from open vio- 
lences. [2] The Precepts are fo far uſeful to Reprobates, al- 
beit they have no power to obſerve them, in that they are there- 
by inſtrufted, how much obedience is wel-pleaſing to God, and 
how ungrateful they are in not performing of it : whereby they 
are left without al Apologie or Excuſe. The Precept ſhews us 
what we ought to do, not what we can do: it is always impera- 
tive, albeit not always operative : and may not the Soverain Lord 
require of man the payment of his debts, although by reaſon of 
his profligate bankrupt humor he hath diſabled himſelf from the 
payment of them ? What excuſe is it for the Sinner to ſay, it is 
impoſſible for him to obey the Precept, whenas the impoſlibilitie 
lies in his own wil, not in any force or defe&t on Gods part ? 
Doth he not in that very moment, wherein he is predetermined 
by God to the entitative act of Sin, voluntarily eſpouſe and wil 
that a&t ? And doth not this leave him without al ſhadow of Ex- 
cuſe ? Where can he loge the blame of his Sin but on his own 
crooked depraved wil, which eleCtively and freely determines 
it ſelf to the Sin, in the ſame moment of time, though not of 
nature, that it is predetermined by God to the entitative aCt ? 
(4) We affirme, that Gods certain Preſcience of Mens fins, with 
the conditional Decree of Reprobation, Gods immediate pre- 
vious Concurſe to the cntitative aCt of fin, and mans univerſal 
impotence to perform what is ſpiritually good, which are al 
granted by our Adverfaries, bring ſinners under as great impoſ- 
ſibilitie of obeying Gods Commands, as abſolute Reprobation 
and predeterminative Concurſe to the mater of Sin aſſerted by 
us. This is wel demonſtrated by a judicious and awakened Au- 
thor in his late Letter touching Gods Providence about ſinful 
Ads, &c. from p. 67. to 74. But becauſe he is a party, I ſhal 


mention only the Reſponſe of Davenant, Animady. p. 341. © As 
Dd © for 
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2. From Gods 
Promiſſes and 
Invitations. 


(1) 4! Pro- 
miſſes primarily 
intended for the 
Etch, 


(2) The uſt of 
evangelic Pro- 
miſſes as to Re- 
probatis. 


Obj. From Gods Promiſſes and Invitations. Book III. 


© for Gods Law, which cannot be kept without ſupernatural Grace, 
*we ſay, that men areas capable of any ſup. inatural Grace, 
* conſidered under the abſolute Dccrees maintained by S. Ax- 
* exſtine, and by the Church of England, as conlidered under the 
* conditional Decrees of late framed by Arminius, And p.418. 
he ſtrongly proves, That Divine eternal Preſcience of fiture Acti- 
ons or Events infers as abſolite a neceſſuie of ſuch events and zmpoſſi- 
bilitie of the contrary, as the Decrees of abſolute Predeſtination and 
Reprobation ds, of which hereafter, 5. 8. 

2. As for the later part of our Opponents Objcftion, From 
the Promiſſes and Invitations of God, which are made uſeleſſe and 
colluſrve by our ſuppoſed divine Predetermination to the ſubſtrate mater 
of Sin, we anſwer, 

(1) That al Gods Promiſſes and evangelic Invitations, which 
are but branches of the Covenant of Grace, are primarily in- 
tended for the ele&t Heirs of Salvation, to whom they are many 
ways uſcful, notwithſtanding Divine Predetermination : For the 
bleſſed God promiſeth life and happineſſe on the condition of 
Repentance and Believing, not as it there were any potence or 
abilitie in corrupt nature, by its own free-wil, to accept of theſe 
offers, or performe the Condition on which the offers depend, 
but thereby convincing the Soul of its extreme impotence, he 
doth together with the offer and invitation made conveigh Grace 
into the elect Soul, for the inabling of it to performe the Con- 
dition: So that theſe general and conditional Promiſles are in 
reference to the Eleft, for whom they are primarily deſigned, 
operative of Grace, albeit as to others they are only exattive of 
dutie: whence the impoſlibilitie which attends corrupt Nature 
is taken off as to the Ele by Divine Grace. 

(2) Neither are thoſe general evangelic Promiſſes and Invi- 
tations uſeleſſe as to Reprobates: for, [1] They declare the 
infallible and eſſential connexion which there is between the 
condition and the thing promiſed therein, namely, Life and Sal. 
vation. And to make this more clear, weare to remember, that 
both Logic and reetified Reaſon aſſyres us, that a conditional 
enunciation doth not always note a poſſibilitie of the Antecedent, 
and Conſequent, but only their neceſſary connexion : that in al 
conditional Propolitions, on which evangelic Exhortations and 
Invitations are founded, there cannot be ſuppoſed an indifferent 
and indeterminate poſſibilitie off the Antecedeat and Con, 

at 
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but only the connexion of the Antecedent with the Conſcquent, 
is evident from that of our Lord, John 15 6. If a man abide not 
in me he is caſt forth, &c. Whence it is apparcnt, that a ſolid 
and ſerious Invitation unto Sinners may be built on a Condition 
in ſome mode impoſſible : The God of al grace has, by his evan- 
gelic Conſtitution and Covenant, eſtabliſhed an inviolable con- 
nexion between Faith and Salvation, ſo that t!:is Propoſition is 
infallibly true, If thou bebeveſt, thou ſhalt be ſaved : and the holy 
God has given his Miniſters Commiſſion to preach it to al Man- 
kind, neither is there the leaſt colluſion or fraudulent intention 
on Gods part, albeit he doth predetermine the Moſt of men to 
the ſubſtrate mater of Unbelief: for the ſinceritie of Gods in- 
tention appears in the realitie of the offer, which conſiſtes in the 
infallible connexion of the Conſequent with the Aatecedent, 
grounded on the evangelic Paum or Ordination, as Davenant 
wel obſerves, Animadverſ. on Gods Love, p. 377. where he ſhews, 
© That the Decree of God, permitting Pharaoh to abuſe the gifts 
© of God tohis own deſtruction, was not contrary unto the end 
© or uſe whereunto thoſe gifts and aCtions of God had a fitting 
© ordination in their own nature. Sop. 387, 388. he demonſtrates, 
«© That Divine eternal Decrees, whereupon may infallibly be in- 
© ferred the abuſe of Grace temporally offered, do not croſſe the 
© end for which ſuch Grace is adminiſtred to perſons not elected. 
And he gives this reaſon for it, p. 352. *Gods meaning muſt be 
© always interpreted according to the known nature of the Means, 
© and not according to the unknown Wil of God concerning the 
© infallible event or ſucceſſe of the Means. Gods meaning, 
© when he offers any Grace unto men, is that they ſhould per- 
© forme ſuch actions whereunto ſuch grace conduceth : and his 
© meaning when he promiſeth glory unto any man, 5f be believe 
© and perſevere, is truely to performe it if he ſodo. Burt it is not 
© always Gods abſolute wil to cauſe men to uſe his Grace to 
«their own good.— If the Remonſtrants wil have nothing term- 
© ed Gods meaning but his abſolute Wil, in their opinion as wel as 
©in ours it wil follow, that God had no meaning to give (ain or 
© Fudas ſaving Grace or Glorie, Laſtly, p. 392, 393, 394. he 
proves, That God doth by his wil of Approbation and (omplacence 
unſeignedly wil what he commands and exhorts men to, albeit he de- 
cree the contrary event, Hence, [27] Theſe general Promiſſes and 
Invitations have this uſe alſo as to Reprobates, that it leaves 

Dd 2 them 


205 


206 


(3) The Anti- 
theſis of Anti- 
predeterminants 
deſtroy:th the 

uſe of Promiſſes, 
&c. as much 

as Our Hypo- 

theſs. or 


The Antitheſis of Antipredeterminants, &*c. Book III, 


them without the leaſt ſhadow of pretence or Excuſe for their 
unbelief: tor if God doth by ſuch Promiſles and Invitations de- 
clare his real intention toſave men if they believe, and withal 
an expectation that they accept his ofiers, yea, his complacence 
in ſuch an acceptation in order to life, with a proviſion of al 
means neceſſary thereto, what excuſe can men have for unbelief? 
Wil they ſay, that Gods predetermining men to the entitative 
a(t of unbelicf contradicts ſuch a real intention ? Take the Re- 
plic of Davenant, Animady. p. 271. © We anſwer, that God is 
* no otherwiſe ſaid to intend outward events, than by providing 
© orderly means for the producing ſuch cvents. Non-eleCtion 
* provideth no means of making men tn, and therefore it in- 
©cludeth no intention of God to make men lin, though it in- 
© clude a previſion of ſinful Events, and a Decree to permit 
* them, Cc. 

(3) The Hypotheſis of our Adverſaries in granting Predctcr. 
mination to what is good, and Divine Preſcicnce of {inful acts, 
doth as much diſpirit and deſtroy the uſe of Divine Promilles and 
Invitations as ours. For, ['1 ] In that they aſſert none can per- 
forme the condition required, and ſo embrace the evangelic 
ofter made, without efficacious predeterminative grace, do they 
not leave al Reprobates under as great an impoſſibilitie of Be. 
lieving as we do? Are not al offers, for want of this predeter- 
minative Grace, altogether uſelefle to them, for whom it never 
was intended? [72] So alſo as to Gods certain Preſcicnce of 
their Sins, did not God, according to their Conceſſions, certainly 
foreknow, that they would never, yea never could accept of the 
offers made to them, without predeterminative Grace, which 
he decreed never to give them? Hence doth not this certain 
Preſcience inler as natural and abſolute impoſlibilitie, as our pre- 
determinative Concurſe to the entitative aCt of Sin? Thisis wel 
argued by Davenant, Animadv.p. 242. * His [| Hoard's] nibbling 
*at the Synod of Dort, and charging them with mantaining a fa- 
© ral Decree, Is to little purpoſe. If he cal that fatz/, which is 
©certain and immutable, we are not afraid to aſhrm, that al 
© Gods cternal DNzcrees are certain and immutable ; and that very 
*eternal Decree of Reprobation, which he imagines to follow 
© upon the foreſight of mens final impenitence, is as abſolnte and 
<;:mmntable, and in this ſenſe as fatal as that which we defend. 


Thus alſo p. 332, *The Remonſtrants (we adce alſo the New 
| Meths-. 
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* Methodiſts) dare not promiſe Salvation to any perſons repro- 
© bated, according to their decree founded upon the previſion of 
©their final Infidelitie and Impcnitence, but under theſe Con- 
* ditions, Sz crediderint & panitxerint, if they ſhal believe and re- 
© pet : we allure them of Salvation under the ſame conditions, 
© notwithſtanding the abſolute Decree of their Non-eleCtion, 
we adde, and Gods Predetermination to the entitative att of 
Sin. 
(4) To put a period to the vain Cavils of our Adverfaries, , ,,, r,; 
we grant, that even Reprobates, notwithſtanding Gods abſolute we allow to 
Reprobation, and Predetermination unto the entitative alt of Keprobares, 
ſin, ſtil retain a remote radical power and Indifference of wil tg 

embrace the good things offered in the Goſpel. For neither 

doth the natural corruption of the wil, nor yet Divine Prede- 
termination to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin take away the radical 

Tndifference or Flexibilitie\ot the Wil, or the paſſive, natural re- 

mote Power it is naturally inveſted with, as a rational elective 

facultie, to embrace whatever good, whether natural or ſpiri- 

tual, that is abſolutely or conditionally tendered to it : and this 

ſufficeth to ground divine Exhortations and Invitations on ; for 

the Propoſitions and Offers being made to rational Creatures, 

they might, were they but willing, embrace the things that be- 

long to their peace tendered to them z but here lies the Plague 

of their hearts, 7oh. 5. 40. They wil not, &c. So that the bleſſed 

God making ſuch gracious offers, ſo fuitable to the needs of a 

rational creature, and having given him a remote, paſſive, natu- 

ral power of underſtanding and wil ſuited thereto, doth not this 

ſuffice to leave him without al excuſe for his wilful Impenitence 

and Infidelitic, notwithſtanding the predeterminative Concurſe 

of God to the entitative aft of his Sin? And that this is the 

Doctrine of the Calviniſts and Church of England, we are aſlu. 

red by Davenant, Animadv. p. 257, © They confelle, that un- 

© der the Evangelical Covenant, Ss credidert:, ſalvus eris, If tho 

© believe, thou ſhalt be ſaved, every man hath a true claim to Eter- 

©nal Life : They confeſle, that whereſocver is Chriſts Church, 

©there is ſucha ſufficient alminiſtration of Grace as would have 

© faved the Non-elett, had they not oppoſed a malignant volun- 

© tary act of their own wil againſt the motions and operations of 

*Divine Grace; according to thoſe words of our Saviour, Feb. 


« 2.17. & 12.47, 48. &eAF. 13.46. (alvin ſaith as much, 
Toh, 
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© Foh. 3. nds nomen iterum tterumq; repetit , ne quis 0mnino arcers 
* ſe putet, modo fidei viamteneat. He therefore, as wel as the Re- 
* monſtrants, grants a conditional poſlibilitic of Grace and Salva- 
© tion to al men 3 but we ſay , the non-eleCt are always permitted 
© to fail in the performance of the condition, And doth not this 
ſufficiently vindicate the ſinceritic of God in al his Evangelic pro- 
miſſes, invitations, and tenders of grace and happineſle, yea every 
way as much as the new Method of our Adverſaries, who grant 
certain preſcience and predetermination to what is good ? 

$. 4. Another Objection urged by our Opponents againſt pre. 


the overthrow of Cetermination to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin, is, that it overthrows 


Religion, 


ObjeR. 5. From 
the libertie of 
the Wil. 


al Religion, and makes mens faculties, whereby they are capable of mo- 
ral government, remiſe, ſluggiſh, uſeleſſe and vain ; yea they ſtick not 
to avouch, that this our Hypotheſis opens the dore to Familiſme, Enthu- 
ſraſme, and the moſt prodigroſe impiettes and enormities : This they ag- 
gravate with many rhetoric aggravations. Anſwer, This Objection 
1s grounded on the ſame falſe Hypotheſis with the precedent, 
namely, that the wil predetermined by God is moved only by an inward 
violent impulſe, which makes al Gods precepts, promiſſes, and commina- 
tions mere tmpertinencies, and mens {aculvie uueſſ and vain. What a 
groſſe Sophitme this is, and how much the Hypotheſis of our Ad- 
verſaries fals under the force of it, as wel as ours, we have alrea- 
dy, in what precedes, ſufficiently demonſtrated, and ſhal do again 
in what follows. We ſhal only adde at preſent an excellent de- 
monſtration and ſolution given by judicious Davenant, Animadv, 
pL 418. © For the ſecond branch of this reaſon, —_ he goeth 
© about to prove that abſojute predeſtination and reprobation de- 
© ſtroy both Hope and Fear ; it is grounded upon an error confuted 
© and rejected by the commun conſent of al Divines, namely that 
©the eternal Decrees of God concerning future events make 
© the contrary events impoſſible, do make the temporal and im- 
* mediate Agents to do al they do out of an abſolute neceſſitie, ha- 
© ving no libertie 5: modo agends to abſtain from ſo doing, or to do 
*the contrary, Were this true, the Remonſtrants, who acknow. 
© lege ercrnal and abfolute Decrees, upon a preſuppoſal of an eter- 
© nal abſolute preſcience, ſhould by their Doctrine deſtroy hope 
© and fear (the nerves of Religion) as wel as we. But more of this 
in anſwer to the next Objection. 

$. 5. The laſt Objeftion we ſhal mention, (which is indeed firſt 
in order of nature) is , that our Hypotheſis overthrows the kbertie of 


the 
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the wil, introduceth a fatal neceſſuie, and is the darling of Hobbes, 

with the like unjuſt and ſcandalous reproches. This is much ur- 

ged by Stranvins, Baronixs, and ſome of name among our ſelves. 

Anſwer, (1) Inthis I confeſle the ſpirits and principal forces of 73, ;ajupicr-of 
al their Obj Ctions centre, and that which the Defendents of efh- the New Metho- 
cacious concurſe have been in al Ages urged with by the Pelagians 4s in urging 
and Patrones of free wil. Thus Ayguſtin was ever and anon up- ._ joitien, 
braided by the Pelagians with a deligne to introduce a fatal ne- Fence wr 
ceſſitze : the like the Synod of Dore has been reproched with by the their own ſenti- 
Arminians : and now , becavſe the name of Hobbes ſounds very ments. 

harſh in Chriſtians ears, therefore that is faſtened on us. Burt this 

is no new method , but long ſince invented by the Accuſer of the 

Brethren, for the oppreſſing of this ſuffering truth. (2) What the 

true Idea and notion of Libertre includes ,. and thence how little 

our Hypotheſis doth infringe the ſame , we have ſufficiently de- 

monltrated in the explication of the libertie of the wil, Chap. 1. 

$.3. (3) Weanſwer with Bradwardine, lib.z. cap.29.paz.739. that 

God violently impels no man to fin, albeit he ſpontaneoully im- 

pels or draws the wil voluntarily to the ſubſtance of that aCt 

which has ſin annexed to it; of which ſee what precedes Chap. 4. 

6. 2. (4) Our Adverſaries ſeem herein very unjuſt, in that they 

faſten their falſe Ideas of predeterminative concurſe and libertie 

on us, and ſo make us to hold what follows upon their ſentiments. 

For they placing the wils libertie in an actual indifference and in- 
determination ; as alſo making al predeterminative concurſe to 

ate by violent impulſes on the wil , which being ſo impelled re- 

mains no longer free, but is ated as a machine, &c. it's no won- 

der, if from ſuch falſe principes their forged conſequence and 

concluſion follows naturally. Thus Strangue, hib.2. cap.11.p.243. 

makes Gods predetermination to the entitative act of fin, to be 

an impulſion to ſin. The like is urged by one and another Di- 

vine of name among us, who wil allow no predetermination to 

the entitative aCt of ſin, but what is violent impulſton, It's true 
Bradwardine , lib. g. cap. 29. paz. 739. uſeth the word impel for 

Gods predetermining concurlſe, and the like Twifſe ; but then they 

limit it to ſuch a ſpontaneous voluntary impulſion, as is no way 

prejudicial to the wils libertie : But our Adverſarics make al pre- 
determinative concurſe,even in the ſupernatural acts of Grace, to 

be by violent impulſes, ſuch as leave the wil no more power to 

attEin a contrary way , than a mere Machine, which 1s impelled 


by 
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by a vis impreſſa , a force impreſſed from ſome extrinſec efficient ; 
for thus they expreſle themlielves, that to be predetermined even 
in the ſupernatural aCts of Grace, us to be conſtantly managed as mere 
Alachines that know not their own viſe. 1 mult confeſs had we ſuch 
Ideas of predeterminative concurſe, it would neceſſarily follow, 
that the human wil is thereby diveſted of al its libertie z neither 
can 1 ſee how our Adverſarics wil be ever able-to defend them. 
ſ-lves againſt the Pelagians and Arminians on their priacipes, 
which ſuppoſe al predetermination to be a violent impulſion like 
that of Machines. I ever diſliked the Carteſian Hypotheſis, which 
makes the ſouls of Brutes to be but Machines; but to make the 
human ſoul and wil of man to be but a Aachine in the reception 
of predeterminative grace or concur: ſe introduceth that fatal ne- 
ceſſutie the darling of Hobbes, which is injuſtly fathered on us. We 
ſay, that predeterminative concurſe is as to its principe and mode 
of working the ſame as to natural and ſupernatural a&ts ; neither 
doth it in the one or other at al infringe the libertie of the wil, 
but fortifie and confirme the ſame, in that it workes ſweetly ac- 
cording to the indigence of the wil. And this I ſhal with much 
confidence aſſert, that we can with as much reaſon defend the con- 
Ciliation of human libertie with Divine predetermination of the 
wil to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin, as our Adverſaries the New Me. 
thodiſts can defend the conciliation of human libertie with Di- 
vine predetermination to the ſupernatural afts of Grace: for al- 
beit the termes produced be different, the one a ſupernatural, the 
other only natural good ; yet predetermination as to its principe 
the Divine wil, as alſo as to its manner of working , which is 
agreable to the condition and libertie of the wil, admits no diffe. 
rence. And this Baronizs was ſufficiently apprehenſive of, and 
therefore denied al predetermination ; and I no way dout but that 
in the iſſue our Adverſaries wil be forced to denie al predetermi- 
nation, or to grant us what we contend for as to the ſubſtrate ma- 
ter of ſin. Yea, (5) we ſhal yet aſcend a degree higher and af- 
firme, That Gods certain preſcience of ſm, which our Adverſaries 
generally allow , infers as much a neceſlitie on the wil, as pre- 
determinative concurſe to the entitative act of ſin. This we have 
ſuſficiently demonſtrated , Chap. 5. $.2. and therefore ſhal here 
only ſuperadde an excellent demonſtration of judicious Davenart, 
Ammaadv. pag. 418, 419. * For the Divine eternal preſcience of 
* future actions or events inferreth as abſolute a certaintie , -im- 
* mutabilitie, 
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£mutabilitie, neceſlitie of ſuch events, as the Decrees of abſolute 
© Predeſtination and Reprobation do, (we may adde, by a paritie 
of reaſon, predetermination which is adequate to abſolute De- 
crees) © And therefore the Schole-men are as much troubled in an- 
© ſwering the Queſtion, Whether the Divine preſcience, or providence 
© brings a neceſſitve to the things foreknowen ? as in the other , Whe- 
©ther Divine predeſtination impoſeth a neceſſitie on things ? And the 
« Philoſophers, who never dreamed of Predeſtination or Reproba- 
© tion, were yet much troubled to ſhew , how any thing could: be 
© fortnitous Or contingent , admitting an eternal and infallible- pre- 
« ſcience of al future events in God— So that if this Author; or 
© any other Remonlſtrant, wil but take the pains to conſider , how 
«the Schole-Divines clear the eternal and infallible preſcience, 
© wil, and providence of God from impoſing fatal neceſlitie upon 
< events foreſcen, willed, provided, he may with the ſame facilitic 
© know how to clear the eternal abſolute Decrees of Predeſtina- 
<tion and Reprobation from impoſing on mens actions any fatal 
« irreſiſtible neccllitie. As Gods ablolate preſcience doth not 
©take away the poſiibilitic of the contrary aCtion or event , no 
© more doth his abſolute Decree. Thus our judicious Davenant, 
in vindication of the abſolute Decree of Reprobation, which holds 
moſt true alſo of Divine predetermination as to the ſubſtrate ma- 
ter of ſin: fqar[according to the confeſſion of our Adverſaries, 
Strangins and others , ablolute Reprobation neceſſarily infers Di- 
vine predetermination as to the entitative act of ſin. 


CHAP. VIL 


The genuine Hypotheſes of the Predeterminants, with-the 
- - Antitheſes of their Adverfaries, particularly the 
New Methodiſts. 


(1) The genuine Hypotheſes of the Predeterminams , with the {lſe 
Hypotheſes and conſequents impoſed on them by rhe Moliniſts, Armn- 
mans, and New Methodiſts, (2) The Antuheſes of the New 1Me- 
thodiſts, with thur dangerous conſequent s, 


$. 1.7] T has been the practice of our Adverſarics, in al Ages to 
| T1. ..clothe our Hyporheſs of efficacious predeterminative Con- 
curſe with the Bears skin of many falſe Ideas and black ugly con- 
Ee {cquences, 
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ſequences, but their own Anticheſi: with the ſheeps clothing of ma. 
ny fair and colorable pretextes ; wherefore to vindicate our ſelves 
and unmaſque them, we ſhal adde , as a Coroms to this Diſcourſe, 
the genuine ſentiments of ſuch as defend Divine predetermina. 
tion, &c. as alſo the proper Antitheſes of their Adverſaries, 


— 


T be genume Hypotheſes of The falſe Hypotheſes and Con- 


of the Predeterminants. 


N Tz is nothing future 
but dependently on 

ſome abſolute Decree of God, 

either effeftive or permiſliye. 


2. The Futurition of the en- 
titative act of that which is ſin- 
ful, is from the effective wil of 
God. 


3. The Futurition of ſin. is 
from the permiſſive wilof God, 
efficacioully decreeing to leave 
men unto ſin. 


4. The atual exiſtence of 


fin is the conſequent , but not 
the effeft of Reprobation. 


5- God abſolutely decreed tor - 


permit Adams Fal, Strang. 858. 
Davenant, Animadv p.322,323. 

6.. Gods Decree to permit 
ſin.is.not otioſe, but efficacious. 


7. God efficaciouſly decrees 
to permit ſin for the manifeſta- 
tion of his own Glorie, 


ſequents impoſed on the Pre- 

determinants, by Moliniſts, 

Arminians, and New Metho- 

diſts. 

I. NOad: abſolute Decrees, which 

give futuration to things, 
take away al power from the crea- 
ture of ailing contrarily, yea make 
the contrary naturally, and ſimply 
mpoſſible. 

2. The fſmturition of ſin ts from 
the effettive wil of God, yea v 
God, Str. 631,632, 635. Le BI. 
Concord.Libert.par.1.Thef.55, 
&c. P.4.54-. 4s befere, c.5.9.1, 

3. The Decree of God giving 
ſuturition to ſin neceſſitates men 
to ſin. 


4. The exiſtence of fin is fhom 
Ryprobation as the proper cauſe 
thereof. 

5- God impelled and neceſſiated 
Adam to fai, Baron. Metaphyſ. 
150, IFl. 

6. Gods efficacious Decree to 
permit fin makes him the Author 
of ſin. 

7. God wils and decrees ſin as 
ſin, yea ſimply wils and intendes 
the damnation of Sinners. 

8. Gods 


Chap. 7; the falſe Hypoth. evd Conſeq, impoſed, go. - 


8. Gods abſolute Decree of 
Reprobation impels no man £0 
ſia, Ward, pag. 132. 

9. There is no ad fo ſub- 
ſtantially and intrinſecally evil, 
but the vitiolitie thereof may 
be ſeparated. from the entita- 
tive aft. 

Io. God doth not predeter- 
mine, much leſſe impel any 
mana tothe lealt ſin. 

11. God doth not predeter- 
mine the wil to any ſinful a&t, 
as it morally refers to its ob- 
ject, but only phyſically , Alva- 
rez, refer. Strang. 240--- 242. 

12, Gods predetermining 
the wil to the material cntita- 
tive aft, whereunto fin is an- 
nexed , doth not beſpeak him 
the Author of Sin. 

13. God, by his efſhcacious 
wil and aCtuoſe providence per- 
mits the wil to ſin, but is no 
moral efficient thereot, 

. 14, God , by predetermi- 
ning the wil to the entitative 
act of ſin, doth not temt men to 
fin, Fam. 1. 13. 

15. In ſinful afts God prede- 
termines the wil only to the en- 
titative a(t, nat to its ſinful- 
neſſe; but in good aCts , God 
predetermines the wil not only 
to the act, but alſo to the good. 
neſſe thereof. 

16. Sin is committed againſt 
Gods wil of complacence and 
approbation, but not agaiall 
his wil of natural permiſoa. 


8. Goas abſolute Decree of Re. 
probation impels men to ſin. 


9. Inatts intrinſecally evil the 
vitioſitie cannot be ſeparated from 
the entit ative at conſidered in its 


individual nature. 


10. Predeterminative concurſe 
brings men under a fatal and Hob- 
bian neceſſitie of ſmming. 

Il. In aits antrinſecally ex 
God predetermines the wil to the 
act as ſinfully relating to its ob- 
ject, Strargius, pag. 206, 234, 
240, &c. | 

12, Gods predetermining the 
wil to the material entitative att 
of ſin makes him the cauſe of ſin, 
Strang. pag. 341, 342. Baron, 
Metaph. 150, 151. 

I 3. The Sinner doth not deter- 
mine himſelf to any ſinſul at any 
other way than God, Strang. pag, 
242, 243. 

I. God doth more #han temt 


men to ſin, im that he predeter- _ 


mines the wil thereto, Strang. 
pag. 269. 

I5. Predeterminative concurſe 
to the entitative att of ſin maketh 
God to afford as much influence 
and concarrence to the worſt of 
actions as to the beſt, Strang.pag. 


277. 


16. ' God doth not only pernut 


ſin , but approve of it , yea take 
complacence in it, 


Ee 2 


37, Fe 
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Th: Antitheſes 
of the New Me- 
thodifts and An- 
tupredeterms- 
nants, with 
their conſe- 
Gueptss 


The gennine Hypoth. of the Predetermwin.ec. Book Fit, 
17, Predetermination to the 17. Predetermination to the 
natural entitative act of ſin is matural entitative att of ſm, de- 
very wel conſiſtent with the na- ſftroys the kbertie of the wil, intre- 
tural libertie of the wil,. and its ducerh a fatal neceſſitie,and makes 
natural, paſſive, remote power of - the mater of al Gods Laws to A- 
rcceiving Laws, and obeying dam andhu poſteritie, a natural, 


the ſame. ſimp'e, and abſolute impoſſibilitse, 
: Strang. 567. Bar.Metaph. 1 50. 
13.- Gods predetermination 18. Gods predetermination to 


to the natural entitative aCt of the entipative alt of ſin 15-irrecon- 
{in may very wel be reconciled cileab.e with his wiſdome and ſin- 
with his wiſdome, veracitie,and ceritze in prohibiting and puniſh- 
linceritie in the prohibition and zxg ſi, Baron, Metaphy. pag. 
puniſhment of in. I5I, 

19, God puniſheth one fin I9. Gol, im puniſhing ſin by 
by leaving men to another, yet efficacious: derelittion or leaving 


without being guilty of the 6 wen to ſin, becomes guilty of ſin. 


lealt fin. . 

20. Sin by Divine wiſdome 20, God wils ſin and approves 
is made a means accidentally of it As A means naturally and mg- 
utile and ſubſervient to Divine yally conducirg to his glorie. 
glorie, albeit it hath no mozal 
bonirtie 1n It.. 

21. Al Gods: invitations, 21. That Gods predetermina- 
comminations , exhortations, tive Concurſe to the ſubſtrate mas- 
and prowiſles. argue in God a ter of ſin makes him not really to 
real wil of approbation, and wntend what he preteids to by al 
Evangelic intention that Sin- his invitations, promiſſes, Commi- 
ners repent and live, albeit they nations, and exbortations to re- 
never repent. pent: 

22, Gods phyſic compla- 22. God takes not only phyſic 
cence is towards the entitative complacence in the entitative att, 
natural act of ſin, and yet his but moral complacence in ſin, by 
moral diſplicence is-againſt its predetermining the wil to the onti- 
obliquitie and vitiolitie, tative att thercof. 

$. 2. Having given the proper Hypotheſes of the Predetermi- 
nants,, with the falſe Hypotheſes and conſequences impoſed on 
them by their Adverſaries, we now procede to lay down the pro- 
pr Antitheſes of the Antipredeterminants, and more particular * 
iy of the New Methodiſts, and the dangerous conſguences which 
mtura'y reſult theretrom, The 


Chap: 7. The Antitheſer of the New Methodiſts, Se. 


The Antitheſes of the New The dangerous Conſe- 


Methodiſts and Antipre- 


determinants. 


x, HE Futnrition of al- 

things is not from the 
Divine wil and decree, Strang. 
628, 631. 

2. The futurition of althings 
is not ſimple , but complexe, 
Strang. 640. 

3. The futurition of althings 
is not eternal. 

4. The ſame particular cauſe 
that gives exiſtence to any 


thing gives futurition to it, 
The futurition of the en- 


titative aCt of ſin is not from 
the wil of God , but the wil of 
man, Strang. 585, 628, 631, 
632. Le Blanc, 4.54. 

- 6. Whatever God wils he 
approves : or complacence is 
eſſential to al ats of Gods wil, 
Strang. 546, $48. 

7. God decrees not the enti- 
tative act unto which ſin is 1n- 
trinſecally appendent , Strang. 
962, 587. 

8. There is a twofold De- 
cree in God, one abſolute, the 
other reſpective, conditionate, 
and conſequent, Strang. 546. 

9. Al Gods Decrees are not 
particular , but ſome general 
only, Strang. 558. 


qUENtS of thole An- 
titheſes. 


I, Othing 3s certainly and 
anfallibly future. 


2. Complexe Propoſitions are in 
order of Nature before their ſum- 


ple termes. 


3. God did not from al Eterni- 
tie foreſee althings future. 

4. Nothing 1s future before it 
xs exiſtent , at leaſt in its partic#- 


" lar cauſes. 


| $5- The futurition of ſinful ats 
35 4 mere contingense to God, 


6. There ts tn God a velleitte, 


or imper fett conditional volition 


which never takes effett, 
7. There 3s ſomething in Na- 


"ture which was never decreed by 


the God of Nature. 


8. God hath a general antere- 
dent conditional love and deſire of 
the Salvation of al men, 


9. Some Decrees of God may 
be fruſtrated and: never come 10 


paſſe. 
16. Repro- 
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he Abtithiſer of the New Methods fp and Book I, 


10. Reprobation is not ab- 
ſolute, but conditional, depen- 
.dent on the previſton of mens 
aCtual ſms, 


11. Gods preſcience of mens 
fins is conditional, and depen- 
dent on mens free-wil, not on 
the Decree of God, Strang.642, 
647. 

oo Gods permiſſion of ſin 
is only privative and inefhcaci- 
ous, Baron. Metaphyſ. 1 57, 158. 


13. God wils only his own 
permiſſion of ſin, not the exi- 
ſtence of ſin by his permiſſion, 
Armimus, 

14. There is a twofald Con- 
curſe of God, the one predeter- 
minative, the other only gene- 
ral. 

15. It doth not belong to 
the perfeftion of Gods Provi- 
dence abſolutely to predefine 
and predetermine al free acts 
of the human wil, Baron. 1eta- 
phyſ. 147. Strang. 568, 584- 

16, Al poſitive real Beings 
and aQts are not from God as 
the firſt cauſe of Nature, Strang. 


584, 630. 


17, God predetermines to 
what is good , but not to the 
material entitative aCt of that 
which is intrinſecally evil, 


10. The reaſon why God hated 
Eſau and loved Jacob muſt nt be 
reJobved nog. the $eSnede. or good 
pleaſure of God , but into bus pre. 
ſerene of Efan's athual md final 
a:ſobedigroe and Jacobs obedtence. 
11. Thereis Scientia media, 
or middle Science in God, deper- 
dent on mans ambulatory vil, and 
ſo only conjettural and nncert ain, 


12, God as an idle Speftatoy 
looks on the wicked world, but doth 
not, neither can omnipotently rule, 
diſpoſe and order their ſinful afts 

for his gloree. 

13. When's ſaid, that God 
wils the permiſſion of ſin , it muſt 
be underſtood only of the effet. 


14. Al Divine Concnrſe is not 
particular, total , mmediate and 
efficacious. 


Ig. The creature 1s in ſome 
natural atts ndependent and the 
firſt cauſe of its own atts : or, the 
ſecond cauſe can aft without be- 
ing applied and attuated by the 
firft cauſe. 

16, God can make a creature, 
which by having its capacitie pre- 
ſerved and made habile, can of «- 
Self att without immediate efficaci- 
04 concurſe, Baron. 131, 

17. Supernatural good is from 
God, but not al natural good. 


18. What 


18. What is predetermined 
is naturally and ſimply impoſli- 
ble. 

19. Man in his lapſed ſtate 
has a moral power to cloſe 
with Divine exhortations and 
offers. 

20. Unregenerate men may 
prepare themſelves for the en- 
tertainment of Grace. 


21. To predetermine the 
wil to the entitative act of ſin is 
to impel men to ſin. 

22. Divine predeterminati- 
on to the entitative aft of fin 
puts an end to human liber- 
tie, 

23. Some human aQts are 
indiſferent in #2dividues, and fo 
neither good nor evil, 

24. Some human acts are {0 
intrinſecally evil , that the vi- 
tioſitie cannot be ſeparated 
from the entitative aCt. 


"Ap 


Chap. 7. the dawgerow Conſequences of thoſe 4ntitheſer: 


18, Efficacious grace in {on- 
verſion deſtroyeth yg [ing 
re. 

19. God: efficacious Concarſe is 
' the power of mens natural free 
wil, either to uſe or refuſe the 
ſame. 

20. God vouchbſafeth to al men 
ſufficient grace , which if wel im- 
proved, he wi! reward with effica- 
C10K8 grace, Strang. 229. 

21. Al Predetermination im- 
pels thewil, and alts it as a mere 
Machine. 

22, Theres a twofold libertic, 
one eſſential to the wil, but Teſſe 
proper, the other accidental, con- 
fiſting tn maifference, which is moſt 
proper. 

23. eMl human att: ought not 
to be perfor med for God: glorie, 


24. The vitioſitie of ſin 65 efſ- 


ſential to ſome haman natural atts, 


as natural. 


We do not produce the conſequents here drawen fromthe An: 


titheſes of Antiprede 


terminants, as their proper ſentiments, ar 


leaſt not of al that eſpouſe thoſe Antitheſes, but only as ſuch as 
may be naturally and logically deduced from their Antitheſes, al- 


beit they do not formally aſſent to al of them. 


| BOOK 11. 
Pe 489. 1.31. for God read x4. 


BOOK NL 

Page 10. 1. 33. for drive r. denle. 
P- 2241. 26. after e/ſwhere put a period. 
Irem I. 36. dele by. 
P- 23-L 32. r. 723. 
P+ 24+ |. 39. dele and. 

» 28. 1.1. dele and flating. 

» 41. 36.r. that God only. 
P- 76. L. 19. r. ſame. 


EARRATES. 


| 


+ |. 38. r. to Gods, 
+ L 31. for libe, r. agreable. 
L 7. I. Tarnousus. 
» 3+ for & be, r. he is. 
1. 18. for Baronius r. Bellarmint. 
+1. 16. I. & 34+ 
29. |. 23. I. This be. 
2. 1. s. dele who, 
45+ |. 2: I. ſo 108. 
66, 1. 26. r. Compton. 
70s I. 9. I. it workes, 
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